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AGRICULTURAL  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  IN  ALASKA 


TUESDAY,  JULY  24,  1962 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Research  and  Extension, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

W ashington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10 :15  a.m.  in  room  1308, 
New  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Thomas  G.  Abernethy  (chairman  of 
the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Abernethy,  Stubblefield,  Quie,  Harvey, 
and  Reifel. 

Also  present :  Martha  Hannah,  staff  assistant. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  The  subcommittee  will  be  in  order. 

The  subcommittee  meets  for  the  purpose  of  taking  testimony  on  H.R. 
10101  by  Mr.  Rivers  of  Alaska.  Without  objection  H.R.  10101  will 
be  included  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(H.R.  10101  follows:) 

[H.R.  10101,  S7th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  provide  for  a  program  of  agricultural  land  development  in  the  State  of  Alaska 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Alaska 
Farmland  Development  Act  of  1962”. 

Sec.  2.  Declaration  of  Policy  and  Purpose. — In  order  to  provide  more  ade¬ 
quately  for  the  sound,  efficient,  and  orderly  development  and  utilization  of 
agricultural  land  resources  of  the  State  of  Alaska ;  to  facilitate  and  assure  the 
establishment  of  family-type  farms  as  economic  units  of  production  and  to 
encourage,  promote,  and  strengthen  this  form  of  farm  enterprise ;  to  provide 
for  Alaska’s  future  economic  growth  by  promoting  a  sound  and  stable  agricul¬ 
ture,  thereby  insuring  a  more  adequate  and  dependable  food  supply  for  the 
present  and  future  population  of  the  State;  and  in  recognition  of  the  strategic 
position  of  the  State  of  Alaska  in  relation  to  national  security  and  defense,  it  is 
hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  Congress,  and  the  purpose  of  this  Act 
shall  be.  to  provide  for  a  program  of  agricultural  land  development  in  the  State 
of  Alaska  which  will  assist  agricultural  producers  to  develop  and  utilize  more 
effectively  the  productive  capacity  of  the  State’s  land  resources  for  agricultural 
purposes. 

Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized  to  formulate  and 
carry  out  a  land  development  program,  which,  subject  to  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  best  effectuate  the  policy  and  purpose 
expressed  in  section  2  of  this  Act,  shall  provide  for  the  making  of  payments  or 
grants  to  agricultural  producers  in  the  State  of  Alaska  for  carrying  out  specified 
farmland  development  or  treatment  measures  including,  but  not  limited  to 
clearing,  draining,  shaping,  and  otherwise  conditioning  land  for  the  production 
of  crops  or  for  pasture. 

Sec.  4.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
within  the  amounts  of  such  appropriations  as  may  be  provided  therefor  to  enter 
into  agreements  or  other  arrangements  extending  for  a  period  of  years  with 
producers  determined  by  him  to  have  control  of  the  farms  and  ranches  covered 
thereby. 
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Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  issue  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  6.  In  carrying  out  provisions  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  may  utilize  the 
committees  established  pursuant,  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended. 

Sec.  7.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  without  tiscal  year 
limitations,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act:  Provided, 
That  the  total  cost  of  the  programs  (excluding  administrative  costs)  shall  not 
exceed  $1,250,000  and  for  any  program  year  payments  shall  not  exceed  $125,000. 
The  program  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in  substitu¬ 
tion  of,  other  programs  in  the  State  of  Alaska  authorized  by  any  other  Act. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Rivers,  we  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  at 
this  time,  sir. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  RALPH  J.  RIVERS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  ALASKA 

Mr.  Rivers.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  may  I 
first  extend  my  thanks  for  the  scheduling  of  this  hearing  upon  my  hill 
H.R,  10101.  Simply  stated,  this  legislation  calls  for  the  establishment 
of  a  sound  and  much-needed  program  for  development  of  Alaska’s 
agricultural  land. 

Earlier  this  year,  1  followed  with  interest  developments  at  the  Na¬ 
tional  Conference  on  Land  and  People  which  was  held  in  Washington 
under  the  sponsorship  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  At  that 
Conference  there  was  much  discussion  concerning  ways  and  means  to 
redevelop  the  Nation’s  farms  for  recreational  purposes  and  uses  other 
than  farming.  Indeed,  the  point  was  made  that  the  need  for  farm¬ 
land  will  continue  to  decrease  during  the  next  two  decades,  despite  an 
increased  population,  and  that  only  in  a  very  few  States  will  the  need 
for  more  farms  increase.  One  such  State  is  Alaska,  which  consumes 
vastly  more  agricultural  produce  than  it  grows,  and  which  does  not 
add  to  surpluses  in  any  consumer  market.  Incidentally,  Alaska  is 
exempt  from  both  the  benefits  and  restrictions  of  our  agricultural 
price  support  program. 

It  has  been  estimated  that  Alaska  has  approximately  1  million  acres 
of  arable  land,  of  which  only  24,000  acres  are  under  cultivation.  In 
the  past,  many  of  my  colleagues  have  been  astonished  when  I  have 
spoken  of  the  agricultural  potential  of  Alaska.  However,  those  of 
you  who  have  visited  the  beautiful  farmland  area  of  the  Matanuska 
Valley  near  Palmer,  the  verdant  Tanana  Valley  area  near  Fairbanks, 
and  the  productive  Ivenai  Peninsula  south  of  Anchorage,  know  of  this 
potential.  Potatoes  are  a  standard  crop  and  grow  well.  Cabbage, 
cauliflower,  and  turnips  grow  to  mammoth  size.  Raspberries,  blue¬ 
berries,  cranberries,  and  other  berries  grow  wild  and  are  so  abundant 
that  they  are  never  fully  harvested.  Wheat,  oats,  and  alfalfa  are 
grown  successfully.  Dairying  occurs  near  all  the  main  cities  in 
Alaska,  and  the  mentioned  grain  and  alfalfa  are  all  consumed  in 
Alaska.  Additionally,  beef  cattle  and  sheep  thrive  near  Kodiak  and 
on  the  Aleutian  Islands. 

Despite  Alaska’s  good  agricultural  potential,  her  farmers  presently 
supply  only  slightly  over  10  percent  of  all  foodstuffs  consumed  within 
the  State.  The  remainder  must  be  imported  from  the  other  States. 
At  the  present  time,  there  are  less  than  400  farms  in  production  in 
Alaska,  including  a  number  of  tracts  as  small  as  10  acres.  As  a  result 
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of  this  condition,  it  has  been  estimated  that  Alaska  has  on  hand  only 
a  3- week  supply  of  food — a  condition  wliich  we  must,  of  necessity, 
improve,  lest  our  outside  sources  of  supply  or  shipping  lanes  be  cut 
off  in  a  time  of  national  emergency. 

Perhaps  the  greatest  obstacle  to  improvement  in  this  direction  is 
the  high  cost  of  clearing  the  land  and  placing  it  into  production. 
Many  judge  the  average  cost  of  clearing  Alaskan  land  to  be  about 
$100  per  acre,  with  clearing  costs  often  running  as  high  as  $250  per 
acre.  In  the  main,  this  is  due  to  high  labor  and  equipment  costs.  It 
is  obvious  that  this  condition  constitutes  a  great  impediment  to  our 
settlers,  especially  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Alaska  agricultural 
revolving  fund,  a  State  fund,  and  the  Federal  Agricultural  Conserva¬ 
tion  Program  Service  are  not  equipped  to  provide  long-term  financing. 

It  was  for  these  reasons  that  I  introduced  H.R.  10101,  today  under 
consideration.  Like  legislation,  pending  in  the  Senate,  was  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  Senate  by  Senators  Bartlett  and  Gruening.  This  meas¬ 
ure,  calling  for  a  long-term,  cost-sharing  land  development  program, 
is  designed  to  further  the  growth  of  Alaska's  agricultural  production. 
The  land  development  program  envisioned  by  H.R.  10101  would  not 
be  solely  concerned  with  Alaska’s  on-the-farm  problems,  but  would 
also  be  devoted  toward  solving  other  present  limitations  in  the  fields 
of  transportation,  processing,  packing,  and  marketing.  These  limi¬ 
tations  are  best  summed  up  in  a  letter  which  Mr.  Phil  R.  Holdsworth, 
Conunissioner,  Alaska  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  has  directed 
to  me  for  inclusion  in  the  record  of  this  hearing.  Speaking  in  support 
of  this  legislation,  Mr.  Holdsworth  states : 

In  the  new  farming  areas,  the  remoteness  from  markets,  the  high  cost  of  trans¬ 
portation,  the  lack  of  businesses  serving  farmers,  such  as  equipment,  fertilizer, 
and  machinery  dealers,  and  limited  technical  services,  are  some  of  the  obstacles 
which  need  to  be  overcome. 

According  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  enactment  of  this 
legislation  would  result  in  a  total  cost  of  $1,250,000  for  the  entire  pro¬ 
gram.  An  initial  appropriation  of  $125,000  would  get  the  program 
underway,  and  as  the  presently  established  Agricutural  Stabilization 
and  Conservation  Committees  may  be  used  to  administer  the  program, 
administrative  costs  would  be  kept  to  a  minimum.  It  is  hoped  that 
the  end  result  of  the  program  will  be  the  clearing  and  improving  of 
20,000  acres  of  Alaskan  farmland,  approximately  doubling  such  acre¬ 
age  already  in  use  and  thereby  contributing  substantially  to  the  over¬ 
all  development  of  my  State. 

In  addition  to  the  unanimous  support  of  the  Alaska  congressional 
delegation,  this  legislation  is  strongly  supported  by  Alaska’s  State  ad¬ 
ministration,  as  indicated  by  the  letter  received  from  commissioner  of 
natural  resources,  Phil  R.  Holdsworth,  to  which  I  have  previously  re¬ 
ferred,  by  Darrell  L.  Baird,  chairman  of  the  Alaska  State  Agricul¬ 
tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Committee,  and  by  a  number  of 
farming  organizations  and  individual  farmers  throughout  the  State 
of  Alaska.  I  hereby  submit  their  letters  and  telegrams  for  inclusion 
in  the  record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  refer  to  the  noted  letter  from  Phil  R.  Holdsworth, 
commissioner  of  resources  from  the  State  of  Alaska,  and  ask  that  it  be 
included  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Does  he  serve  in  a  dual  capacity  as  commissioner 
of  agriculture,  too? 
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Mr.  Rivers.  No;  we  have  a  separate  division  of  agriculture. 

The  division  of  agriculture  comes  under  the  department  of  natural 
resources  of  which  Mr.  Holdsworth  is  the  head. 

I  also  offer  for  inclusion  in  the  record  the  following :  A  letter  written 
by  Donald  W.  McKee  of  the  Fairbanks  Soil  Conservation  Subdistrict. 

'  A  letter  from  Jalmar  Kerttula,  a  farmer  of  Palmer. 

A  letter  from  Gust  Lofgren  of  Homer,  Alaska. 

A  letter  from  Secretary  Frank  Kaltenstein  of  Kachemak  Bay  Farm¬ 
ers  Association. 

A  telegram  from  Darrell  L.  Baird  and  a  telegram  from  the  Fair¬ 
banks  Chamber  of  Commerce,  all  of  which  I  submit  in  support  of  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  Mr.  Rivers,  would  you  give  us  some  idea  of  how 
this  would  function?  Does  the  bill  provide  for  assistance  for  the 
land  clearing  and  development  of  the  land  through  some  agency  of 
the  Government  ?  Is  so,  what  agency  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  will  have  a  witness 
here  who  can  give  us  more  information  on  the  technical  workings. 

Also  we  have  a  very  substantial  report  from  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  where  they  indicate  the  thing  can  be  handled  largely  through 
the  committees  already  functioning  in  Alaska  under  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  The  letters  and  telegrams  to  which  you  referred 
will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point  and  also  the  Secretary’s 
letter  to  Chairman  Cooley,  dated  May  24,  as  well  as  a  letter  to  Mr. 
Cooley  from  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

(The  letters  and  telegrams  referred  to  above  and  other  letters 
follow:) 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  24,  1962. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  February  13,  1962,  for 
a  report  on  H.R.  10101,  a  bill  to  provide  for  a  program  of  agricultural  land  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  State  of  Alaska. 

This  Department  recommends  that  the  bill  be  passed. 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  provide  for  a  program  of  land  development  which 
will  assist  agricultral  producers  in  the  State  of  Alaska  to  develop  and  utilize 
more  effectively  the  productive  capacity  of  the  State’s  land  resources  for  agri¬ 
cultural  purposes.  The  bill  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
formulate  and  carry  out  a  land  development  program  under  which  payments  or 
grants  would  be  made  to  agricultural  producers  in  Alaska  for  carrying  out 
specified  farmland  development  measures.  Such  measures  may  include  but 
would  not  be  limited  to,  clearing,  draining,  shaping,  and  otherwise  conditioning 
land  for  the  production  of  crops  or  for  pasture.  In  making  this  assistance  avail¬ 
able,  the  Secretary  would  have  authority  to  enter  into  agreements  with  agricul¬ 
tural  producers  extending  for  a  period  of  years. 

Provision  is  made  for  utiliizng  the  farmer  committees  established  pursuant  to 
section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  proposed  program.  The  program  authorized  in  this  bill  would 
be  in  addition  to  other  programs  in  the  State  of  Alaska  now  provided  by  law. 
There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  without  fiscal  year  limitations,  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  $1,250,000  for  the  entire  program,  excluding  administrative  costs,  but 
not  to  exceed  $125,000  is  to  be  expended  in  any  1  program  year. 

We  believe  the  program  authorized  in  this  bill  is  a  desirable  long-term  approach 
in  the  needed  expansion  of  agriculture  in  Alaska.  The  agricultural  ecoonmy  of 
the  State  has  not  kept  pace  with  its  rapid  growth  in  population.  Data  from 
the  Bureau  of  the  Census  show  that  the  population  of  Alaska  increased  by  75 
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percent  between  1950  anti  1960.  While  the  population  as  a  whole  is  still  pre¬ 
dominantly  rural  (62  percent  rural  to  38  percent  urban),  the  urban  centers  in¬ 
creased  by  150  percent,  as  against  less  than  50  percent  in  the  farming  areas. 

At  present  a  high  proportion  of  the  food  consumed  in  the  State  of  Alaska 
must  be  imported.  Such  importation  is  costly  and  acts  as  a  deterrent  to  orderly 
economic  growth.  Lack  of  local  agricultural  production  could  also  pose  serious 
problems  in  maintaining  the  health  and  well  being  of  the  people  in  this  strategic 
area  of  national  security  and  defense. 

The  Department  recognizes  the  need  for  building  a  stronger  agricultural  base 
in  Alaska  and  believes  that  the  proposed  legislation  would  prove  a  valuable 
and  practical  addition  to  other  programs  now  in  operation  in  the  State.  There 
are  ample  land  resources  which  could  be  developed  into  family-type  farms  as 
economic  units  of  production  under  the  assistance  authorized  in  this  bill.  Such 
development  would  prove  of  value  not  only  to  the  people  of  Alaska  but  would 
serve  the  national  interest  by  providing  the  means  by  which  Alaska’s  growth 
would  be  better  assured  in  an  orderly  and  well  balanced  manner  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

Conditioning  land  for  production  in  Alaska  is  expensive  because  of  high  labor 
and  equipment  costs.  The  program  authorized  in  this  bill  would  provide  for 
the  development  of  probably  20,000  acres  during  its  authorization,  with  a  maxi¬ 
mum  in  any  year  of  1,500  to  2,000  acres,  assuming  a  cost-sharing  arrangement 
whereby  landowners  would  pay  a  part  of  the  cost.  This  amount  of  land  would 
help  to  only  partially  fill  the  gap  between  food  needs  and  supply  in  the  State. 
It  would  not  affect  materially  the  total  demand  for  agricultural  products.  The 
demand  for  fresh  produce  (vegetables,  and  dairy  and  poultry  products)  is  so 
pressing  that  expansion  in  farming  would  be  expected  to  take  place  in  those 
directions.  The  expected  expansion  would  not  be  great  enough  to  offset  the  ex¬ 
panded  need  for  these  products  for  the  projected  increase  in  population. 

It  is  believed  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposed  legislation  would  result  in 
a  total  need  for  .$1,250,000  additional  for  the  entire  program,  but  that  an  initial 
appropriation  of  about  $125,000  would  be  sufficient  for  the  first  year  after  the 
bill  is  enacted.  Since  the  presently  established  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Committees  may  be  used  to  operate  the  program,  the  additional 
administrative  costs  would  be  much  less  than  if  a  new  organization  were 
required. 


The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presenta¬ 
tion  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s  program. 
Sincerely, 


Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary. 


Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  31, 1962. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley  :  There  is  pending  before  your  committee  H.R.  10101,  a  bill 
to  provide  for  a  program  of  agricultural  land  development  in  the  State  of  Alaska. 

We  have  no  objection  to  the  enactment  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  states  a  need  to  promote  the  agricultural  land  resources  of  the  State 
of  Alaska  and  is  intended  to  provide  a  program  to  assist  farmers  in  developing 
and  utilizing  more  effectively  the  land  resources  in  Alaska  for  agricultural 
purposes.  The  bill  further  provides  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  land  development  program  which  en¬ 
visages  the  making  of  payments  or  grants  to  agricultural  producers  in  Alaska 
for  carrying  out  farmland  development  or  treatment  measures,  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  clearing,  draining,  shaping,  and  otherwise  conditioning  land  for 
the  production  of  crops  or  for  pasture.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under 
the  bill,  would  also  be  authorized  to  ( 1 )  enter  into  agreements  with  agricultural 
producers  for  a  period  of  years;  (2)  issue  appropriate  rules  and  regulations; 
and  (3)  utilize  the  committees  established  under  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  16  U.S.C.  5901i(b). 

The  bill  also  authorizes  appropriations  for  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  act,  without  fiscal  year  limitations.  The  total  cost  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  (excluding  administrative  costs)  could  not  exceed  $1,250,000,  and  for  any 
program  year  could  not  exceed  $125,000.  The  program  envisaged  by  the  bill 
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would  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in  substitution  of,  other  programs  in  Alaska 
authorized  under  any  other  law. 

We  recognize  that  many  difficulties  impede  agricultural  development 
Alaska.  Studies  by  the  Alaska  Agricultural  Experiment  Station  indicate  that 
the  limitations  on  production  involve,  in  addition  to  on-the-farm  problems, 
transportation,  processing,  packing,  and  marketing  facilities.  The  cost  of  condi¬ 
tioning  land  in  Alaska  is  an  expensive  operation.  Labor  and  equipment  costs 
are  very  high. 

Although  the  program  authorized  by  the  bill  would  affect  our  responsibilities 
indirectly,  we  favor  full  development  of  the  natural  resources  of  Alaska  in 
accordance  with  sound  conservation  principles. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has,  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presenta¬ 
tion  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


John  A.  Carver,  .Ti\, 


Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


State  of  Alaska, 

Department  of  Natural  Resources, 

Juneau,  July  20,  1002. 

Hon.  Ralph  J.  Rivers, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington ,  D.C. 

Dear  Representative  Rivers  :  The  following  information,  with  attached  sta¬ 
tistics,  points  up  the  need  for  legislation  such  as  your  bill,  H.R.  10101. 

No  doubt  you  are  aware  that  agriculture  has  been  practiced  to  some  degree  in 
Alaska  since  the  days  of  Russian  settlement.  The  gold  rush,  and  later  railroad 
construction  in  the  early  1020’s,  increased  the  need  for  food ;  and  a  subsistence, 
garden-type  of  agriculture  flourished  briefly.  It  wasn't,  however,  until  the 
colonization  of  the  Matanuska  Valley  that  agriculture  received  its  major  impetus. 
World  War  II  and  the  postwar  defense  activities  have  paved  the  way  for  our 
current  agricultural  expansion. 

In  the  period  from  1953  (the  first  year  agricultural  production  estimates  were 
computed)  to  1961,  our  value  of  production  has  increased  from  $2.8  million  to 
$5.7  million ;  or  more  than  double.  Since  1957,  we  have  been  increasing  at  a  rate 
of  .3  to  10  percent  every  year. 

The  agricultural  situation  in  Alaska  in  regard  to  cost  and  price  trends  has 
not  differed  from  that  of  other  States.  The  Alaska  Experiment  Station  reports : 
that  in  the  past  5  years,  the  price  of  a  1(4 -ton  truck  has  increased  3.3  percent :  that 
gasoline  (plus  tax)  has  risen  from  24  to  .36  cents  during  the  past  10  years;  and 
that  mixed  fertilizer  prices  have  increased  47  percent.  Since  1957,  the  farm 
price  of  local  milk  has  been  declining ;  and  the  price  of  local  potatoes  and  produce 
have  failed  to  keep  pace  with  increased  cost  trends.  Price  cutting  by  local  pro¬ 
ducers  has  been  drastic  when  a  small  surplus  occurs,  or  is  believed  to  have 
occurred. 

A  comparison  of  the  cost  of  farming  in  Alaska  to  other  States  shows  the  family 
living  cost  to  vary  from  about  25  percent  higher  in  populated  areas  to  a  great  deal 
more  in  remote  sections.  The  cost  of  farm  labor  in  Alaska  was  the  highest  in  the 
Nation  during  March  1962.  at  $367  i>er  month  with  house  furnished  compared  to 
the  Washington  rate  of  $272  and  the  LT.S.  average  of  $192.  Brome  hay  cost  local 
dairymen  $70  per  ton  while  the  dairymen  in  the  Puget  Sound  milkshed  paid 
$30  to  $34.  Peed  grain  prices  were  $90  per  ton  locally  and  $50  to  $55  per  ton  in 
the  Puget  Sound  milkshed 

The  Census  of  Agriculture  shows  Alaska  as  having  525  farms  in  1950  com¬ 
pared  to  367  in  1960 ;  yet  at  the  same  time  it  shows  that  there  were  24,119  acres 
of  cropland  in  1960  as  opposed  to  12,385  in  1950.  Our  own  statistics  show  the 
value  of  production  has  more  than  doubled  in  10  years.  IV e  believe  the  decrease 
in  the  number  of  farms  can  be  attributed  mostly’°to  a  group  of  active  home¬ 
steaders  in  1950  who  qualified  as  farmers  at  that  time  but  are  not  living  on  their 
places  at  the  present  time :  or  if  still  there,  have  found  other  means  of  making  a 
living.  Another  part  of  this  decrease  is  due  to  the  consolidation  of  farms  into 
larger,  more  economical  units.  The  census  gives  the  average  cropland  per  farm 
as  30  acres  in  1950  compared  to  74  in  1960.  Part  of  this  is  the  result  of  con¬ 
solidation  and  part  is  due  to  increased  clearing  on  existing  farms.  We  do  not 
have  any  information  on  the  actual  number  of  foreclosures  on  established  farms  ; 
however,  I  believe  it  to  be  negligible. 
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The  reasons  for  abandoned  homesteads  and  failures  of  established  farms  are 
personal  as  well  as  financial  difficulties.  Certainly  the  lack  of  financial  resources 
as  well  as  available  credit  for  farm  development  have  been  a  serious  handicap. 

In  the  new  farming  areas,  the  remoteness  from  markets,  the  high  cost  of  trans¬ 
portation,  the  lack  of  businesses  serving  farmers  such  as  equipment,  fertilizer, 
and  machinery  dealers,  and  limited  technical  services  are  some  of  the  obstacles 
that  need  to  be  overcome.  In  established,  populated  farming  areas,  the  lure  of 
high-paying  jobs,  poor  management  in  general,  and  uneeonomically  sized  farms 
as  well  as  limited  resources  have  all  contributed  to  consolidation  with  other 
farms  and  failures.  More  recently,  the  lack  of  confidence  in  market  outLets  has 
discouraged  many. 

In  estimating  our  potential  production,  I  believe  our  rate  of  growth  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  increase  at  a  rate  of  5  to  10  percent  yearly.  Achieving  this  growth  will 
not  be  without  problems.  Faster,  cheaper,  and  better  transportation  and  more 
efficient  and  reliable  channels  are  making  the  importation  of  quality  products, 
even  such  highly  perishable  ones  as  milk,  more  feasible  and  less  costly.  To  meet 
this  increasing  competition,  Alaska  producers  must  adopt  technical  improvements, 
practice  superior  management,  and  increase  volume  where  feasible  to  lower  per 
unit  output  costs. 

It,  is  along  these  lines,  I  am  sure,  that  your  proposed  bill  can  be  proved  bene¬ 
ficial  and  essential :  that  is,  in  providing  funds  to  assist  many  of  our  farms  in 
becoming  more  economical  and  in  increasing  the  amount  of  cropland.  Although 
there  are  many  arguments  for  providing  public  programs  in  new  areas,  I  feel  it 
to  be  equally,  if  not  more  important  to  provide  a  means  of  allowing  established 
farms  to  become  more  efficient  and  productive.  Only  then  will  we  be  able  to 
maintain  our  growth  and  agricultural  economy. 

I  hope  the  foregoing  will  be  of  some  help  to  you.  Please  write  if  we  can  pro¬ 
vide  any  further  information  to  assist  in  the  passage  of  your  bill.  The  entire 
agriculture  industry,  I  am  sure,  is  not  only  aware,  but  also  most  appreciative,  of 
your  efforts  on  its  behalf. 

Sincerely, 


Phil  R.  Holds  worth,  Commissioner. 


Fairbanks  Soil  Conservation  Suboistrict, 

College,  Alaska,  July  16, 1962. 

Representative  Ralph  Rivers, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Congressman  Rivers  :  The  Fairbanks  Soil  Conservation  Subdistrict 
Board  of  Supervisors  went  on  record  at  their  June  meeting  supporting  S.  2998 
and  S.  2805  same  as  our  HR.  10101.  The  passage  of  both  of  these  bills  would  do 
much  to  promote  the  growth  and  advancement  of  the  State  of  Alaska. 

The  extension  service  has  an  unlimited  amount  of  work  to  do  in  a  State  such 
as  Alaska  which  still  has  a  great  deal  of  growing  to  do.  Reapportionment  of  the 
extension  funds  (S.  2998)  which  would  provide  more  funds  for  this  work  in 
Alaska  would  benefit  the  entire  State. 

A  program  such  as  would  be  set  up  under  S.  2805  would  greatly  hasten  the 
agricultural  development  in  Alaska. 

We  ask  for  your  continued  support  of  Alaskan  agriculture.  Thank  you. 

Yours  truly, 


Donald  W.  McKee, 
Secretary,  Board  of  Supervisors. 


Alaska  State  Legislature, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Juneau .,  Alaska,  March  16, 1962. 

Representative  Ralph  Rivers, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Ralph  :  I  know  that  you  have  always  been  a  good  supporter  of  farm 
legislation  in  the  past  and  at  this  time  would  like  to  ask  your  consideration  of 
S.  2786  and  H.R.  10101. 

I  believe  the  general  farm  population  is  in  greater  harmonious  support  of  the 
general  philosophy  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  than  ever  before. 
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I  thank  you  for  any  consideration  you  are  able  to  give  to  the  above-mentioned 
bills. 

Best  personal  regards  to  you  and  Martha. 

Sincerely, 

.Talmar  Kerttula. 


Homer,  Alaska,  March  15, 1962. 

Hon.  Ralph  Rivers, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.G. 

Dear  Mr.  Rivers  :  I  have  read  Senate  bill  No.  2805  proposing  assistance  in  de¬ 
veloping  farms  in  Alaska  and  understand  you  have  introduced  a  companion  bill, 
No.  10101,  in  the  House. 

I  am  very  much  in  favor  of  this  legislation  and  urge  its  passing. 

Gust  Lofgren. 


Kachemak  Bat  Farmers  Association, 

Homer,  Alaska. 


Representative  Ralph  Rivers  : 

We  are  in  favor  of  H.R.  10101,  also  Bradley  Lake. 
Sincerely, 


Frank  Kaltenstein,  Secretary. 


Washington,  D.C.,  July  19,  1962. 

Hon.  Ralph  J.  Rivers, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Alaska  State  ASCS  Committee  individually  and  unanimously  supports 
your  bill,  H.R.  10101  (Alaska  Farmland  Act  of  1962),  and  will  encourage  eco¬ 
nomic  units  of  production  which  would  improve  the  entire  image  of  agriculture 
in  the  State  of  Alaska. 

Darrell  L.  Baird, 

Chairman,  Alaska  State  ASCS, 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Fairbanks,  Alaska. 


Fairbanks,  Alaska,  July  18,  1962. 

Hon.  Ralph  Rivers, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Fairbanks  Chamber  of  Commerce  supports  and  urges  passage  H.R.  10101, 
Alaska  Farmland  Development  Act  of  1962.  Adequate  and  orderly  development 
of  farmland  is  necessary  to  economic  establishment  of  a  contributing  agriculture 
industry  in  the  State  of  Alaska.  Present  food  consumption  needs  are  90  percent 
imported  even  though  many  of  these  food  products  are  adaptable  for  Alaskan 
production.  H.R.  10101  would  help  establish  a  stable  agricultural  base  and 
promote  economic  growth  of  this  basic  industry. 

Al  Seeliger. 

President,  Fairbanks  Chamber  of  Commerce. 


Anchor  Point,  Alaska,  July  27,  1962. 

Representative  Ralph  J.  Rivers. 

Dear  Sir:  In  reply  to  your  letter  of  Julv  16,  1962,  which  refers  to  bill  H.R. 
10101. 

I  would  have  liked  very  much  to  have  been  in  on  the  hearing  held  there  July 
24, 1962,  but  time  and  finances  did  not  permit  me  to  be  there. 

I  am  very  much  interested  in  the  development  of  agriculture  in  Alaska  and 
have  spent  a  lot  of  time  and  effort  and  money  toward  this  end. 

I  have  written  several  letters  in  support  of  this  bill  and  also  about  the  proper 
use  of  the  moneys  involved.  These  letters  should  be  on  file  in  Senator  Bartlett’s 
and  Senator  Gruening’s  offices. 

We  are  in  a  stage  of  development  here  on  the  Kenai  Peninsula  where  moneys 
and  assistance  that  could  be  rendered  to  this  program  would  be  of  a  lasting 
nature. 
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Any  time  that  I  can  be  of  any  help  now  or  in  the  future  I  will  be  glad  to  do  so. 
Our  gardens  and  crops  look  real  good  and  we  expect  a  good  year  generally. 
We  are  now  having  beautiful  weather.  You  should  be  here  to  enjoy  it. 

Sincerely, 

John  Clabo. 


Representative  Ralph  J.  Rivers. 


Anchor  Point,  Alaska,  July  23,  1962. 


Dear  Sir  :  I  wish  to  state  I’m  heartily  in  favor  of  your  bill,  H.R.  10101  for  a 
Federal  program  of  agricultural  land  development  in  Alaska. 

Many  homesteaders  like  myself  are  trying  to  develop  a  homestead  without 
any  or  adequate  machinery  and  any  Federal  aid  is  a  great  help. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Lloyd  Y.  Onstott. 


Fairbanks,  Alaska,  July  23,  1962. 

Hon.  Ralph  J.  Rivers, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.O. 


Dear  Sir  :  The  following  statement  is  submitted  in  support  of  H.R.  10101 : 

“I  have  been  a  full-time  farmer  in  the  Fairbanks  area  for  the  past  12  years. 
During  this  time  I  have  been  engaged  in  the  production  of  potatoes,  cabbage, 
lettuce,  barley,  oats,  wheat,  and  hay.  I  know  these  crops  can  be  raised 
successfully. 

“The  cost  of  clearing  and  preparing  land  for  cultivation  is  great,  and  is  a 
major  obstacle  in  the  establishment  of  an  economically  feasible  unit  of  produc¬ 
tion  of  most  of  the  crops  I  have  mentioned.  Wisely  administered,  $125,000  per 
year  would  give  us  a  boost  and  allow  the  people  of  Alaska  to  become  more 
self-sufficient.” 

Sincerely  yours, 


George  Dornath. 


Kenai  Peninsula  Public  Utility  District  No.  1, 

Homer,  Alaska,  August  2, 1962. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Agriculture  Committee, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Representative  Cooley  :  We  have  been  following  the  actions  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  with  keen  interest  as  concerns  the  development  of 
agriculture  in  Alaska  as  provided  in  H.R.  10101,  introduced  by  Representative 
Ralph  J.  Rivers. 

Of  particular  concern  to  this  area  of  Alaska  with  its  large  undeveloped  agri¬ 
cultural  lands  is  the  need  for  examination  and  classification  of  these  lands  on 
the  Kenai  Peninsula,  soil  surveys  on  a  sufficient  scale  to  accurately  determine 
what  will  grow  best  where. 

A  current  soil  capability  map  would  be  of  great  assistance  to  existing  residents 
and  new  residents  to  the  area.  For  too  many  years  the  development  of  agricul¬ 
ture  has  been  left  to  a  circumstance  of  hit  and  miss  with  little  help  from  the 
agencies  charged  with  the  responsibility  for  aiding  in  the  development  of  farm¬ 
ing.  In  a  large  part  this  has  been  due  to  low  appropriations  and  to  a  negative 
attitude  toward  development  of  agriculture  as  a  major  economic  base  for  the  area. 

Cattle  raising  is  of  particular  interest  to  us  in  the  Homer  area,  also  dairying 
because  of  the  abundant  growth  of  the  native  grasses  reaching  from  Homer  to  the 
Kasilof  River  and  from  the  east  coast  of  Cook  Inlet  to  the  Harding  icefield  on 
the  east. 

With  the  10th  election  district  now  ranking  7th  in  the  State  and  the  fastest 
growing  in  population  of  the  State,  the  need  for  farm  products  is  increasing 
steadily,  on  the  western  side  of  the  Kenai  Peninsula. 

Completion  of  the  surfacing  of  the  Sterling  Highway,  low-cost  power  from 
the  Bradley  Lake  hydroelectric  site,  inauguration  of  the  ferry  system  between 
Kodiak  and  Homer  will  all  provide  an  opportunity  for  distribution  of  the  ex¬ 
cellent  variety  and  quality  of  produce  grown  on  the  Kenai  Peninsula.  A  frozen 
food  plant  utilizing  local  production  of  strawberries,  raspberries,  potatoes,  car- 
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rots,  tomatoes,  cabbage,  beets,  rhubarb,  cauliflower,  turnips,  broccoli,  brussels 
sprouts,  parsnips  and  other  vegetables  plus  a  wide  variety  of  other  native  berries, 
could  be  the  start  of  a  budding  frozen  food  industry  in  this  part  of  Alaska. 

More  and  more  visitors  from  the  northern  States  and  from  Texas  are  taking 
a  close  look  at  the  lands  north  of  Homer  and  some  are  preparing  their  plans 
for  bringing  cattle  to  this  area  for  ranching  on  a  large  scale  as  found  in  other 


States. 

Considering  the  high  costs  for  freight  to  bring  foodstuffs  and  construction  ma¬ 
terials,  in  fact,  any  type  of  freight,  to  Alaska,  there  is  the  immediate  need  to 
improve  our  position  in  agriculture  so  that  settlement  will  occur  at  a  more  rapid 
rate,  and  to  provide  food  for  the  residents  of  Alaska  without  importing  such  a 
high  percentage  from  other  areas.  The  savings  from  local  grown  produce  and 
beef  is  very  substantial  over  imported  foodstuffs. 

The  costs  for  engaging  in  agricultural  pursuits  is  never  cheap  and  frequently 
exorbitant.  Land  clearing  is  expensive,  ranging  from  $150  to  $350  per  acre 
in  this  area.  To  bring  a  homestead  to  patent  means  an  investment  of  time 
and  an  average  of  $10,000  by  the  patentee.  The  problem  is  now  being  alleviated 
by  the  State  on  lands  obtained  under  the  statehood  grant,  wherein  credits 
are  allowed  for  improvements  made  to  the  land. 

Draining  and  clearing  of  lands  appear  to  be  two  of  the  most  important  aspects 
for  development  of  pastures  and  garden  produce  lands  on  the  Kenai  Peninsula. 
In  most  instances  the  work  to  be  done  is  beyond  the  financial  means  of  a  single 
farmer  or  even  a  group  of  farmers. 

Over  the  years  there  have  been  many  agricultural  starts  but  few  producers. 
A  contributing  factor  has  been  the  lack  of  qualified  personnel  familiar  with 
land  conditions  in  Alaska  to  properly  advise  on  agriculture.  The  quantity  of 
agriculture  publications  available  at  extension  service  offices  in  the  State  is 
astronomical,  but,  unfortunately,  the  quality  leaves  much  to  be  desired  since 
the  information  is  not  applicable  to  conditions  in  Alaska.  There  is  a  considerable 
quantity  of  misinformation  and  a  dearth  of  accurate  information.  This  only 
points  up  the  need  for  qualified  personnel  to  provide  the  needed  research  and 
develop  publications  that  apply  to  Alaska  that  are  based  on  fact.  Additional 
experimental  farms  in  the  State  of  Alaska  would  do  much  to  bring  current 
information  to  the  various  agricultural  areas  of  the  State ;  namely,  Tanana 
Valley,  Matanuska  Valley,  Kenai  Peninsula,  and  Kodiak  Island. 

Development  of  a  program  as  envisioned  by  Representative  Rivers’  H.R. 
10101  would  help  Alaskan  residents  to  help  themselves,  and  so  develop  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  49th  State. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Homer  S.  Thompson,  Manager. 


Mr.  Aberneth v.  Mr.  Quie,  have  you  any  questions  ? 

Mr.  Quie.  Do  you  think  that  in  every  State  in  the  Union  we  ought 
to  fully  develop  all  of  the  agricultural  resources? 

Mr.  Rivers.  I  am  aware  of  the  surplus  problem  in  the  48  States 
and  I  propose  this,  not  as  a  precedent  for  doing  the  same  thing  all 
over  the  United  States  but  as  something  covering  a  unique  situation 
which  exists  in  Alaska. 

Mr.  Quie.  Because  of  the  fact  that  only  10  percent  of  their  food 
is  produced  in  the  State  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Quie.  Suppose  there  was  another  State  in  the  Union  which 
produced  some  small  amount  like  that  and  they  had  land  that  with 
proper  treatment  could  produce  considerably  more,  do  you  think  they 
ought  to  give  them  consideration? 

Mr.  Rivers.  That  would  depend  upon  (he  nearness  of  the  most 
available  market  in  a  neighboring  State,  perhaps. 

There  are  regional  considerations  when  you  look  at  States  which 
are  near  each  other,  but  Alaska  is  so  far  from  all  the  others  and  the 
long  freight  haul  makes  transportation  of  all  the  merchandise  we  take 
to  Alaska  so  expensive  that  that  in  turn  leads  to  a  high  cost  of  living 
and  a  high  cost  of  doing  business.  These  are  the  factors  which  im- 
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pede  Alaska’s  growth  and  make  it  difficult  to  utilize  the  resources  of 
Alaska. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  do  they  primarily  import  in  the  way  of 
food  ? 


Mr.  Rivers.  Everything,  because  the  little  we  do  produce  does  not 
meet  the  full  need  for  anything. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Have  they  a  substantial  dairy  industry? 

Mr.  Rivers.  Nearly  all  of  our  main  towns  have  a  dairy,  or  dairies. 
We  provide  a  portion  of  the  milk  which  is  consumed  in  the  community 
but  there  is  a  lot  of  milk  flown  in,  if  you  please,  by  airplane  and  some 
brought  in  by  refrigerator  ships,  trains,  and  trucks. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Does  any  of  that  go  to  the  civilian  population  or 
is  it  primarily  for  the  military  installations? 

Mr.  Riv  ers.  I  am  thinking  almost  entirely  in  terms  of  the  civilian 
population.  The  military  utilizes  the  shipping  and  transportation 
services  to  get  what  procurement  it  needs  for  its  installations  in  Alaska 
but  I  am  talking  about  a  civilian  market,  now,  because  nearly  every¬ 
thing  the  military  utilizes  is  shipped  right  in  after  being  ordered 
through  the  procurement  office  in  Seattle,  Wash.,  and  our  farmers 
depend  mostly  upon  the  civilian  population  for  an  outlet,  with  the 
exception  of  milk  and  a  few  fresh  vegetables  in  season  which  our 
farmers  sell  to  the  military. 

Mr.  Harvey.  I  was  going  to  ask,  what  is  the  approximate  number 
of  military  personnel  in  Alaska  at  this  time  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  Including  a  certain  number  of  wives  and  children  ? 

Mr.  Harvey.  Yes. 

Mr.  Rivers.  They  say  the  military  population  is  approximately  10,- 
000,  included  in  a  total  population  of  230,000. 

Mr.  Quie.  You  mentioned  the  strategic  value  and  that  is  one  of  the 
reasons  you  support  this  legislation.  Is  it  that  difficult  to  transport 
food  up  there  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  If  an  emergency  occurred  whereby  our  shipping  lanes 
were  cut  off  I  think  the  people  in  Alaska  would  find  starvation  setting 
in  within  a  month.  If  any  blast  occurred  which  would  knock  out  the 
sources  from  which  we  get  these  foodstuffs  even  if  the  steamships  were 
still  running,  or  if  the  supply  lines  were  cut  and  the  sources  not 
destroyed,  Alaska  would  in  either  case  be  completely  isolated. 

Mr.  Quie.  Do  you  have  limited  harbor  facilities  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  We  have  numerous  harbor  facilities,  which  respectively 
serve  various  parts  of  Alaska.  The  Alaska  Steamship  Co.  and  other 
carriers  stop  at  Ketchikan,  Juneau,  Petersburg,  Wrangell,  Valdez, 
Cordova,  Seward,  and  Whittier  and  then  to  the  west  Kodiak  and  then 
Nome  in  the  Bering  Sea  where  the  ships  go  in  during  the  summer¬ 
time.  They  are  all  open  ports  except  Nome,  which  freezes  in  the 
winter. 

Mr.  Quie.  Then  you  mean  by  cutting  off  the  transportation  line  this 
would  mean  just  the  ships  themselves.  You  have  enough  harbor 
facility  up  thereto  get  something  in. 

Mr.  Rivers.  Yes.  If  we  couldn’t  get  it  in  through  one  port  we 
would  get  it  in  through  another.  It  would  be  a  case  of  getting  it 
through  a  catewav  such  as  Seattle  or  an  alternate  route  such  as  Prince 
Rupert,  British  Columbia. 


.o 


90498—62 


14 


MISCELLANEOUS  HEARINGS 


Mr.  Abernetjiy.  Where  is  the  principal  quantity  of  potential  farm¬ 
land  located?  Is  it  in  the  lower  peninsula,  southern  Alaska? 

Mr.  Hi  vers.  No,  there  is  limited  agricultural  activity  in  southeastern 
Alaska,  which  is  the  panhandle.  In  this  region,  there  is  heavy  forest 
land,  high  rainfall,  and  it  is  not  particularly  adapted  to  growing  vege¬ 
tables,  potatoes,  and  things.  They  do  grow  some  but  it  is  limited.  The 
Matanuska  Valley  is  at  Palmer,  about  50  miles  from  Anchorage  and 
that  is  the  biggest  of  our  agricultural  producing  areas.  That  is  in 
what  is  called  south-central  Alaska.  The  Tanana  Valley  near  Fair¬ 
banks  has  a  long  history  of  potato  growing  and  fine  vegetable  produc¬ 
tion.  It  is  in  central  Alaska.  Central  and  south-central  Alaska  are 
the  principal  agricultural  areas  of  Alaska.  The  Iveni  Peninsula, 
which  is  in  south-central  Alaska,  is  gradually  being  developed  in  the 
field  of  agriculture. 

Mr.  Abernetiia'.  Is  this  development  designed  to  take  place  on 
federally-owned  lands  or  is  it  land  that  is  privately  owned? 

Mr.  Rivers.  Mr.  Chairman,  when  Alaska  became  a  State  the  Federal 
Government  owned  99  percent  of  all  the  land  in  Alaska. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  Is  a  substantial  amount  of  it  moving  to  private 
ownership  now  ?  • 

Mr.  Rivers.  I  will  explain.  It  will  take  me  a  couple  of  moments 
to  do  that. 

At  the  time  statehood  was  attained  about  one-fourth  of  Alaska  was 
withdrawn  for  forests  and  military  reserves,  parks,  monuments,  and 
ranges,  so  that  the  entire  99  percent  wasn’t  available  for  homesteading 
or  for  entry  under  the  mining  laws.  But  of  that  which  was  not  with¬ 
drawn,  nearly  all  of  the  land  acquisition  by  individuals  was  by  home¬ 
steading  upon  the  Federal  public  domain  not  to  mention  sales  of  small 
tracts.  Homesteading  on  the  Federal  public  domain  was  nearly  the 
only  way  of  obtaining  land  up  there. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy'.  What  quantity  of  land  can  a  person  homestead? 

Mr.  Rivers.  160  acres. 

Now  you  want  to  know  about  acquisition  and  getting  land  into 
private  ownership.  Under  the  Statehood  Act  the  State  was  granted 
the  right  to  select  103  million  acres  and  the  State  has  indicated  and 
designated  about  12  million  of  that  103  million  already.  About  6 
million  of  that  12  million  has  been  conveyed  or  is  about  to  be  con¬ 
veyed  from  the  Federal  Government  to  the  State,  with  the  land  selec¬ 
tion  program  to  be  completed  in  25  years.  At  present  this  program 
is  getting  a  bit  behind. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  Are  the  people  standing  by  waiting  for  their  home¬ 
stead  applications  to  be  acted  on,  or  what  is  the  hold-up?  You  say 
they  are  getting  behind. 

Mr.  Rivers.  I  mean  the  conveyancing  by  the  Federal  Government 
to  the  State  is  not  quite  fast  enough  to  complete  the  selection  process 
in  25  years.  And  then  again  the  surveying  of  the  exterior  boundaries 
of  the  selected  areas  is  lagging  because  it  is  a  big  job  surveying  those 
exterior  boundaries  of  the  areas  the  State  selects.  The  State  in 
turn  is  charged  with  doing  the  interior  surveying  into  townships  and 
sections. 

Now  the  State,  I  might  add,  in  response  to  your  question,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  is  making  this  land  available  to  individuals  and  companies  in 
larger  tracts  than  160  acres,  adapting  arrangements  for  big  industry 


MISCELLANEOUS  HEARINGS 


15 


to  get  large  acreage  if  it  needs  it,  making  lands  available  for  grazing 
and  resource  use  and  development,  so  the  State’s  land  disposition  pro¬ 
gram  is  much  more  flexible  than  is  possible  under  the  Federal  public 
land  laws.  The  160-acre  limitation  under  the  Federal  land  laws  were 
too  inflexible  to  allow  expediting  land  use  in  Alaska.  The  emphasis 
is  veering  now  toward  dealing  with  the  State.  Through  the  Federal 
public  domain  lands  being  turned  over  to  the  State  under  the  State 
land  selection  program  land  disposition  problems  are  now  being  much 
more  quickly  resolved  and  transfer  of  land  to  private  ownership  is 
being  accelerated. 

Mr.  Quie.  One  last  question :  Farmers  in  Minnesota  now  get  money 
for  drainage  and  shaping  their  land.  Is  any  of  that  money  being 
utilized  in  Alaska  at  all  under  the  ACP  program  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  There  is  a  very  limited  program  of  making  some  loans 
up  there  to  farmers. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Now  that  is  done  through  grants,  you  know. 
Terracing  and  one  thing  and  another. 

Mr.  Harvey.  In  so-called  approved  areas,  approved  practices. 

Mr.  Quie.  I  would  imagine  one  of  the  reasons  why  you  are  limited 
there  is  in  order  to  get  money  for  those  practices  the  land  has  to  have 
been  in  cultivated  crops  within  the  last  5  years. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  It  has  to  be  in  private  ownership,  too. 

Mr.  Quie.  While  you  plan  to  utilize  the  land  conditioning  prac¬ 
tices  on  land  that  has  not  been  in  cultivation  or  perhaps  has  not  been 
in  private  ownership. 

Mr.  Rivers.  These  practices  would  apply  to  farmers  who  occupy 
valid  entries.  They  are  in  various  stages  of  the  homesteading  proc¬ 
ess  leading  up  to  patent  or  have  already  obtained  patent.  There  are 
many  people  trying  to  develop  their  homesteads  during  the  5  years 
residence  period  required  to  obtain  patent.  Private  financing  on 
land  where  you  do  not  yet  have  a  patent  is  very  hard  to  get.  I 
guess  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  had  experience  in  apply¬ 
ing  its  programs  in  cases  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  Quie.  You  mentioned  financing.  There  is  nothing  in  here 
about  financing,  however.  These  are  just  grants,  as  I  understand 
it.  However,  there  is  a  long-range  agreement,  I  understand,  so 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  pay  so  much  1  year  and  un¬ 
der  this  agreement  they  will  probably  pay  the  cost  sharing  through¬ 
out  a  number  of  years  to  finish  the  project. 

Mr.  Rivers.  Yes. 

Mr.  Quie.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Harvey.  I  have  been  giving  this  some  thought,  Mr.  Rivers, 
and  I  am  wondering  actually  if  there  are  the  potential  qualified  farm¬ 
ers  to  utilize  these  acres  if  they  are  developed. 

Mr.  Rivers.  The  development  would  only  occur  in  connection  with 
farmers  in  being  you  might  say,  who  are  endeavoring  to  add  acre¬ 
age  to  the  small  amount  they  already  have  gotten  cleared  on  the  160- 
acre  homestead  entry.  So  many  need  a  little  help  to  double  the 
amount  of  acreage  cleared  within  their  existing  160-acre  tracts  and 
some  need  help  with  their  initial  clearing. 

Mr.  Harvey.  I  wonder  actually  if  these  are  developers — I  do  not 
say  that  in  any  derogatory  sense  at  all — or  whether  they  are  actually 
farmers.  I  am  not  a  specialist  on  the  matter  of  Alaskan  develop- 
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ment,  but  I  have  followed  it  rather  closely  and  I  think  you  will 
agree,  Ralph,  that  the  mortality  in  that  development  was  pretty- 
high. 

Mr.  Rivers.  Yes,  it  was.  That  mortality  existed  in  the  group  that 
the  Government  transported  to  the  Matanuska  Valley  during  the 
great  depression.  They  were  mainly  unemployed  from  Minneapolis 
and  St.  Paul. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Do  you  mean  the  farmers  who  moved  in  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  I  mean  those  who  were  transplanted  from  Minnesota 
to  the  Matanuska  Valley  in  Alaska  under  President  Roosevelt’s  Matan¬ 
uska  Valley  experiment.  The  Alaska  Railroad  was  designated  to  re¬ 
ceive  these  people  and  allot  land  to  them  and  help  them  get  started. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Do  you  mean  this  was  back  in  the  thirties  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  Back  in  the  thirties.  As  the  tracts  were  laid  out  and 
the  land  allotted,  and  as  time  went  on  many  dropped  out,  but  for 
every  man  who  dropped  away  from  the  original  group,  somebody 
who  had  gone  up  there  on  his  own  steam,  so  to  speak,  was  ready  and 
willing  to  step  in  and  take  his  place.  Vow  the  Mantanuska  Valley 
is  settled,  cultivated,  and  beautiful,  and  it  is  the  main  agricultural 
producing  area  in  the  State  of  Alaska. 

Mr.  Quie.  In  other  words,  people  who  went  out  there  on  their  own 
steam  did  a  better  job  of  sticking  with  it  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  I  thought  these  historical  remarks  were  off  the  record. 

However,  the  answer  is  “Yes.” 

Mr.  Abernethy.  We  can  take  out  whatever  is  necessary.  It  can  be 
revised. 

I  think  it  is  all  right.  I  don’t  see  any  objection  to  having  those 
good  folks  from  Minnesota  move  in  with  you. 

Mr.  Harvey.  What  I  was  trying  to  develop  was  whether  there  was  a 
real  difference  there  in  this  approach  as  compared  with  the  one  of 
the  thirties,  and  whether  we  raise  it  in  committee  or  not  It  will  un¬ 
doubtedly  be  raised  if  it  gets  to  the  floor  of  the  House.  I  am  sure  you 
are  well  aware  of  that. 

Mr.  Rivers.  I  am  glad  you  brought  this  up  because  this  has  no 
resemblance  whatsoever  to  the  Matanuska  project  in  the  thirties. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  You  didn’t  get  up  there  through  that  migration, 
did  you  ?  You  were  there  when  they  came  in  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  I  was  up  there  when  they  arrived. 

Mr.  Harvey.  In  this  land  that  is  in  the  area  that  you  propose  to  de¬ 
velop,  what  is  the  length  of  the  growing  season,  the  frost-free  sea¬ 
son? 

Mr.  Rivers.  The  Tanana  Valley  out  of  Fairbanks  has  90  days  and 
the  Matanuska  Valley  95  to  100  days  for  their  growing  seasons.  It 
is  basically  a  one-crop  season.  We  can  only  grow  one  crop  of  potatoes 
during  the  season  and  that  is  true  of  nearly  all  the  other  truck  garden 
vegetables  but  these  things  grow  fabulously  in  the  summer  because 
the  sun  goes  around  the  sky  nearly  all  night  long  and  it  is  the  number 
of  hours  of  sunlight  that  seems  to  have  to  do  with  the  rapid  growth 
of  these  products  and  that  is  why  we  get  40-  and  50-pound  cabbages 
now  and  then.  I  will  admit  they  are  not  all  that  big  but  we  grow  some 
specimens  that  are  giants.  Forty-pound  turnips  and  things  like  that. 

Mr.  Quie.  And  the  average  runs  around  25  or  30  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  Yes,  I  would  say,  being  modest. 
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Mr.  Harvey.  For  example,  talcing  a  staple  commodity  in  your 
iowii,  how  much  is  milk  domestically  produced?  What  is  it  selling 
for  per  quart  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  It  was  selling  for  60  cents  a  quart  at  Fairbanks  the 
last  1  heard.  At  one  time  domestically  produced  milk  w’as  selling 
for  55  cents  a  quart  and  that  flown  in  from  the  port  of  Seattle  was 
selling  for  60  cents  a  quart. 

Mr.  Harvey.  Do  you  use  a  lot  of  dried  milk  and  processed  dairy 
products? 

Mr.  Rivers.  A  lot  of  that  is  shipped  in  especially  to  the  towns 
rather  remote  from  the  main  towns.  Alaska  is  as  big  as  five  Western 
States  with  towns  widely  scattered  and  the  only  local  dairying  is 
around  the  main  towns  and  much  of  this  powdered  milk  or  concen¬ 
trated  milk  which  is  evaporated  down  to  about  one-third  of  size  is 
shipped  to  the  smaller  communities. 

Mr.  Harvey.  What  I  am  wondering  is  with  dairy  products  being 
our  greatest  surplus — perennially  it  has  been  our  greatest  surplus 
•commodity — whether  it  would  be  practical  or  might  be  more  eco¬ 
nomical  in  the  long  run  to  develop  shipping  facilities  and  ship  the 
milk  and  dairy  products  up  there,  or  fly  them,  than  it  would  be  to 
develop  the  land  to  produce  them. 

Mr.  Rivers.  I  expect  if  the  Alaskan  farmers  were  producing  on  a 
slightly  larger  scale  they  could  lower  their  unit  cost  and  be  in  better 
competitive  position,  but  the  object  is  to  have  some  self-sustaining 
capabilities  in  this  rather  isolated  area  under  the  American  flag  and 
nor  to  have  to  depend  entirely  on  outside  sources. 

Mr.  Harvey.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Reifel,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Reifel.  I  was  interested  in  the  question  that  you  raised,  Ralph — 
Mr.  Harvey — about  whether  it  would  be  more  economical  overall  to 
transport  some  of  these  agricultural  products  in  rather  than  to  try 
to  raise  them  there.  On  the  other  hand,  if  you  are  going  to  take  a 
million  and  a  quarter  dollars  to  develop  20,000  acres  of  land,  that 
is  only  $62.50  per  acre  and  we  are  running  a  lot  higher  than  that  in 
some  of  our  irrigation  projects  in  some  of  the  States.  This  amount 
of  money,  it  seems  to  me  is  a  small  sum  from  the  standpoint  of  making 
your  acreage  competitive  up  there. 

Might  not  this  also  serve  as  a  demonstration  effort  so  if  it  does 
prove  competitive  with  the  prices  of  agricultural  products  as  high  as 
they  are,  that  these  other  more  than  a  million  acres — I  guess — could 
start  to  be  developed?  Do  you  think  that  could  be  a  possibility? 

Mr.  Rivers.  This  would  only  be  a  start,  but  I  think  it  would  demon¬ 
strate  something  toward  solving  problems  with  Government  technical 
assistance  as  well  as  with  a  little  money  for  clearing. 

Mr.  Reifel.  Some  of  the  land  we  put  under  irrigation,  the  amount 
the  public  puts  in  runs  pretty  high. 

Mr.  Quie.  As  much  as  $1,200  per  acre. 

Mr.  Reifel.  It  makes  for  a  little  greater  security  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  food.  It  seems  to  me  it  would  not  be  a  bad  investment  from 
the  standpoint  of  national  interests.  You  have  about  30,000  native 
Alaskan  Eskimos  there.  Would  they  be  involved  in  this? 

Mr.  Rivers.  There  are  none  of  them  engaged  in  agriculture  that  I 
know  of  except  for  a  few  home  gardens. 
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Mr.  Reifel.  The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  is  not  making  an  effort 
to  get  the  natives  into  agriculture  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  Most  of  our  Indians  are  engaged  in  fishing  along  the 
coast  and  the  Eskimos  can’t  grow  crops  in  the  Artie. 

Mr.  Reifel.  I  am  very  sympathetic  toward  your  proposal  here. 

I  have  had  a  lot  of  friends  up  there  and  I  know  many  who  have 
retired  and  are  living  up  there. 

Mr.  Rivers.  I  might  suggest  that  I  cordially  invite  representation 
from  this  committee  to  visit  Alaska. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  Mr.  Stubblefield? 

Mr.  Stubblefield.  I  assume  that  the  object  here  is  to  make  agricul¬ 
ture  self-sufficient  or  round  out  the  economy  of  Alaska? 

Mr.  Rivers.  This  is  the  general  object. 

Mr.  Stubblefield.  In  the  unique  location  of  Alaska  where  you  have 
to  ship  in  everything,  it  puts  you  in  a  little  precarious  position  that 
you  would  want  to  get  away  from  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  We  would  like  to  make  it  less  precarious.  That  is 
all  this  program  would  do.  It  wouldn’t  totally  solve  our  problem 
but  it  would  be  a  nice  stimulant  and  an  assist  at  a  time  when  we  need 
it. 

Mr.  Stubblefield.  If  you  had  this  aid  you  think  the  manpower 
would  be  an  automatic  thing  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  Oh,  yes.  As  I  said  previously,  this  program  would  be 
worked  through  farmers  in  being,  people  who  are  located  on  land  who 
are  producing  on  a  few  acres  within  their  160-acre  homesteads,  but 
they  need  a  little  help  to  get  more  acreage  cleared.  And  new  settlers 
who  find  appropriate  agricultural  land  could  get  some  assistance  in 
clearing,  maybe  their  initial  acreage.  That  is  in  a  modest  way  what 
we  propose. 

Mr.  Stubblefield.  If  you  did  run  short  of  manpower  you  could  al¬ 
ways  go  back  to  Minnesota  for  more. 

Mr.  Quie.  We  have  a  lot  of  good  farmers. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Rivers,  we  thank  you  very  much. 

Is  there  any  one  else  in  the  room  to  testify  ? 

If  not,  we  will  wait  a  moment  to  see  if  anyone  from  the  Department 
comes  in. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Evans,  we  are  happy  to  have  you.  You  come 
from  the  Department? 

Mr.  Evans.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  We  want  you  to  tell  us  something  about  this 
bill. 

Mr.  Rivers  has  already  enlightened  us  considerably  but  we  would 
like  to  have  a  statement  from  you  about  it. 

State  your  name  and  your  position,  for  the  record. 

STATEMENT  OE  WILLIAM  H.  EVANS,  CHIEE,  PROGRAM  EVALUA¬ 
TION  AND  NEEDS  BRANCH,  CONSERVATION  ANALYSIS  DIVISION 

OF  ASCS,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Evans.  William  H.  Evans,  Chief,  Program  Evaluation  and 
Needs  Branch,  Conservation  Analysis  Division  of  ASCS. 

This  bill  would  provide  for  Alaska  a  means  of  development  of  agri¬ 
cultural  land.  They  have  a  great  potential  in  land  resources,  and, 
although  they  are  far  north,  many  agricultural  commodities  grow 
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very  well  there.  This  would  provide  a  means  whereby  cost  sharing— 
a  portion  of  the  cost  of  land  clearing,  land  shaping,  drainage,  and 
other  things  of  that  sort — would  be  provided  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  under  much  the  same  system  as  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  is  carried  on. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Is  not  the  ACP  program  available  to  these  people 
now? 

Mr.  Evans.  Yes,  it  is. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Are  they  making  use  of  it  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  They  are  making  use  of  it. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Is  it  administered  by  a  county  committee  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  Yes;  and  a  State  committee. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Do  you  have  the  same  agricultural  advisers  hi 
the  State  of  Alaska  as  they  have  in  the  States  in  the  way  of  county 
agents,  soil  conservationists,  ASC  managers,  and  so  forth  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  Yes,  sir.  They  have  an  Extension  Service  Experiment 
Station  set  up  very  much  as  the  other  States. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  In  addition  to  the  ACP  assistance  which  is  avail¬ 
able,  what  other  assistance  do  they  need  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  The  ACP  assistance  amounts  to,  in  1962,  about  $64,000. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  am  not  speaking  of  dollars  but  land  development 
or  whatever  you  call  it  here. 

Mr.  Evans.  Well,  the  current  acreage  of  cropland  is  less  than  30,000 
acres. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Is  the  core  of  this  thing  that  they  need  somebody 
to  help  them  clear  some  land  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  Yes ;  it  is  that  they - 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Get  some  stumps  out  and  need  some  help  to  clear 
the  land  and  to  develop  pastures  ? 

Is  pasture  assistance  available  to  them  through  ACP  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  Yes ;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Why  is  additional  assistance  needed  for  this 
purpose  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  The  same  kind  of  land  development  needs  to  be  done  for 
pasture  as  for  cropland.  In  other  words,  it  is  a  pretty  brushy  situation. 

Mr.  I? i vers.  Yes;  it  is. 

Mr.  Evans.  A  kind  of  sparse  forage. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Is  it  a  question  of  dollars  with  ACP  up  there? 

Mr.  Evans.  ACP  funds  that  go  in,  of  course,  are  put  there  by  for¬ 
mula.  This  is  a  relatively  small  amount  to  do  the  kind  of  job  that  is 
required  for  land  development. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Is  this  to  be  done  for  people  who  are  currently 
farming,  or  is  it  to  be  done  to  bring  other  farmers  in  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  I  would  assume  that  there  would  be  some  of  both.  Cur¬ 
rently  farm  resources  are  not  too  great  for  the  number  of  farmers 
they  have,  and  there  is  a  need  for  more  agriculture  generally. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  How  many  farmers  are  up  there  now,  farm 
families  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  Let  me  see :  I  need  to  ask  someone  about  that. 

Mr.  Rivers.  367  is  the  figure  we  have. 

Mr.  Evans.  That  sounds  about  right. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  is  farm  families? 

Mr.  Rivers.  Farm  families. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  You  have  about  1,500  or  2,000  people  ? 
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Mr.  Rivers.  That  would  be  approximately  the  number  on  farms  in¬ 
cluding  the  wives  and  children. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  A  population  of  230,000. 

I  did  not  mean  to  interrupt. 

Proceed. 

Mr.  Evans.  I  have  very  little  else  to  add.  The  Department  re¬ 
ported  favorably  on  the  bill,  by  letter  to  the  chairman  on  May  24. 
That  letter  gives  the  Department’s  views.  I  have  a  draft  of  a  state¬ 
ment  on  the  bill  here  I  might  submit  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  If  you  want  to  wait  until  you  have  the  draft  ready 
to  send  it  up,  we  will  insert  it  for  inclusion  in  the  record,  together 
with  the  statement  you  are  making  this  morning. 

(The  statement  referred  to  above  follows :) 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  LT.S.  Department  of 

Agriculture 

One  of  (lie  major  problems  of  Alaska  is  the  lack  of  productive  land.  The  bill, 
H.R.  10101,  would  authorize  assistance  to  farmers  in  Alaska  to  develop  and 
utilize  more  effectively  their  agricultural  resources. 

The  bill  provides  authorization  for  an  appropriation  of  a  maximum  of  $1,250,- 
000  for  the  entire  program,  excluding  administrative  costs  and  limits  the  pay¬ 
ments  for  any  program  year  to  $125,000.  This  compares  to  the  current  alloca¬ 
tion  under  the  regular  AGP  of  $64,000  (1062)  for  cost  sharing  to  assist  farmers 
to  apply  conservation  measures.  The  bill  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  land  development  program  under  which 
payments  or  grants  would  be  made  to  agricultural  producers  in  Alaska  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  specified  farmland  development  measures.  Such  measures  would  likely 
include  but  not  be  limited  to  land  clearing,  draining,  shaping  and  otherwise  con¬ 
ditioning  land  for  the  production  of  crops  or  for  pasture.  In  making  this  assist¬ 
ance  available  the  Secretary  would  have  authority  to  enter  into  long-term  agree¬ 
ments  with  agricultural  producers. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  payments  under  these  agreements  will  represent  only 
a  portion  of  the  cost  of  the  approved  measures,  with  the  farmer  bearing  the 
balace  of  the  cost — similar  to  the  cost  sharing  under  the  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program. 

The  Department  has  recommended  that  the  bill  be  passed.  The  program  which 
it  would  authorize  is,  we  believe,  needed.  The  agricultural  economy  of  the 
State  has  not  kept  pace  with  its  rapid  growth  in  population.  In  the  years  be¬ 
tween  1950  and  1960  the  population  of  Alaska  increased  75  percent.  While  the 
total  population  of  Alaska  is  still  nearly  two-thirds  rural,  the  urban  centers  in¬ 
creased  by  150  percent  as  against  less  than  50  percent  in  the  farming  area. 

A  very  high  proportion  of  the  agricultural  products  used  in  Alaska  must  be 
imported.  This  means  that  food  costs  are  extremely  high  and  acts  as  a  deter¬ 
rent  to  the  economic  development  of  the  State.  Labor  and  equipment  costs  for 
agricultural  land  development  are  also  extremely  high. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  program  authorized  by  this  bill  would  help  develop 
about  1,500  to  2,000  acres  annually  for  agricultural  use  and  a  total  of  about 
20,000  acres  under  the  total  authorization.  The  present  amount  of  cropland  in 
Alaska  is  less  than  30,000  acres. 

The  Department  recognizes  the  need  for  building  a  stronger  agricultural  base 
in  Alaska  and  believes  that  the  proposed  legislation  would  provide  a  valuable 
and  practicable  addition  to  other  programs  in  operation  in  the  State.  The  de¬ 
velopment  of  additional  agricultural  land  in  Alaska  would  provide  value  not 
only  to  the  people  of  that  State  but  would  serve  the  national  interest  by  providing 
the  means  by  which  Alaska's  growth  would  be  better  shared  in  an  orderly  and 
well  balanced  manner  for  the  benefit  of  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

The  development  of  new  agricultural  land  in  Alaska  as  authorized  in  this 
bill  will  only  partially  fill  the  gap  between  the  food  and  feed  supply  in  the 
State.  The  demand  for  fresh  products  (vegetables,  dairy,  and  poultry)  is  so 
pressing  that  expansion  in  farming  would  be  expected  to  take  place  in  those 
directions.  Even  with  the  assistance  provided  in  this  bill  the  expected  expan¬ 
sion  would  not  be  great  enough  to  offset  the  expanded  need  for  these  products 
for  the  projected  increase  in  population. 

For  these  reasons  the  Department  endorses  this  bill. 
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Mr.  Abernethy.  Did  this  idea  originate  in  the  fertile  mind  of  our 
friend  here,  the  Congressman  from  Alaska,  Mr.  Rivers,  or  in  the  De¬ 
partment.  of  Agriculture,  or  the  chamber  of  commerce,  or  just  where? 

Mr.  Evans.  The  first  we  heard  of  it  was  a  request  from  the  Alaskan 
Senators  and  Congressmen. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  see. 

Mr.  Evans.  Outlining  what  they  thought  they  needed  as  a  program 
and  as  a  drafting  service,  and  purely  as  such,  we  drew  up  a  draft  of  a 
bill  for  them. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  know  that  the  bill  authorizes  $1,250,000  and  not 
more  than  $125,000  to  be  spent  annually.  Why  this  ceiling  on  the 
annual  expenditure?  I  presume  that,  that  is  the  amount  that  could 
be  soundly  and  profitably  handled  in  any  one  year  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  How  many  acres  do  you  contemplate  that  that 
amount  of  money  will  put  into  agricultural  production  per  year? 

Mr.  Evans.  1,500  to  2,000. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Each  year  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  Yes,  sir;  and  a  total  of  perhaps  20,000  acres  for  the 
entire  program. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Do  you  contemplate  doing  any  of  these  improve¬ 
ments  or  conditioning  on  land  which  has  not  been  homesteaded  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Awaiting  the  homestead  of  someone? 

Mr.  Evans.  It  needs  to  be  privately  occupied. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  is  the  formula  for  assessment  ?  Let  us  as¬ 
sume  that  Farmer  Jones  in  Alaska  has  his  160  acres.  What  benefits 
would  he  get  from  the  Government  and  what  would  he  put  up,  if 
anything  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  The  provision  in  the  bill  would  state  that  the  Secretary 
could  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  farmer  on  the  basis  of  a  kind 
of  plan  he  laid  out.  He  may  lay  one  out  that  covers  4,  5,  6  years  or 
longer. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  dollars  would  the  farmer  put  up  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  The  farmer  would  put  up - 

Mr.  Abernethy.  1  do  not  think  it  is  going  to  be  easy  to  sell  an  idea 
on  the  floor  which  gives  the  Government  blanket  authority  to  go  out 
and  put  a  man  in  the  farming  business  any  more  than  it  would  in  the 
case  of  a  mercantile  business  or  anything  else,  unless  the  man  is 
putting  something  into  it,  to  say  the  least. 

What  do  they  contemplate  he  will  put  up? 

Mr.  Evans.  Pretty  largely  that  would  be  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  at  the  time  the  agreement  was  entered  into. 

We  have  no  rates  of  assistance  at  the  present  time  in  excess  of  80 
percent  of  the  actual  cost  and  most  of  them  run  50  percent  or  below. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  is  with  ACP  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Does  not  the  law  now  provide  percentages,  and  so 
forth,  the  dollars  that  a  farmer  on  the  mainland  shall  put  up  on  an 
ACP  program? 

Mr.  Evans.  Cost  sharing  is  a  part  of  the  cost. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  know  it  is  a  part  but  what  part  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  Usually  around  50  percent. 
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Mr.  Abernethy.  Do  you  not  think  that  this  bill  might  be  more  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  the  Congress  if  the  formula  was  spelled  out  at  least  to  some 
degree  in  this  bill  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  answer  that. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Assume  that  you  were  a  Member  of  the  House.  I 
can  anticipate  somebody  saying,  “What  is  Farmer  Jones  going  to  put 
into  this  thing  ?” 

Mr.  Evans.  There  is  no  formula  specifying  the  percentage  of  cost 
in  the  basic  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act.  I  think 
it  would  be  fair  to  say  that  this  proposal  would  follow  the  Great  Plains 
program.  I  think  it  would  be  safe  to  say  that  it  will  follow  those  rates 
which  are  from  50  to  70  to  80  percent  of  cost. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  By  the  Government? 

Mr.  Harvey.  Would  the  Chairman  yield  ? 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Harvey.  Under  what  particular  type  of  conditions  would  you 
go  up  to  80  percent  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  On  the  very  difficult  type  of  thing  involving  erosion  or 
excessive  drainage  or  something  of  that  sort,  which  would  require  a 
great  deal  of  heavy  equipment. 

Mr.  Harvey.  Like  building;  expensive  terraces  or  diversion  chan¬ 
nels? 

Mr.  Evans.  That  is  correct ;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  There  is  not  too  much  erosion  up  there,  is  there? 

Mr.  Evans.  I  understand  there  is  some,  largely  wind  erosion. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Excuse  me. 

Mr.  Harvey.  Go  ahead. 

I  just  wanted  to  interject  that,  question  at  that  point. 

That  is  all. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Is  it  anticipated  that  under  this  program  that 
more  farmers  will  come  into  the  State  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  I  would  think  so.  There  is  need  for  greater  agricul¬ 
tural  development  in  the  State. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Is  it  designed  to  bring  in  more  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  Not  necessarily  to  bring  more  in;  no,  sir,  but  to  help 
those  who  do  come  in.  The  economy  of  the  State  and  its  agricultural 
development,  we  feel,  as  the  Department  has  stated,  is  something  of 
national  interest  as  well  as  local  interest. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Do  you  think  it  is  better  to  approach  this  matter 
in  a  separate  bill,  setting  up  a  separate  and  distinct  individual  pro¬ 
gram  for  a  particular  State  or  to  bring  it  under  the  Soil  Conservation 
Domestic  Allotment  Act  in  a  special  way  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  This  would  be,  in  effect,  a  part  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  to  fit  a  particular  problem  very  much 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  Great  Plains  program  is  to  fit  a  particular 
problem  in  the  Great  Plains. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Harvey  ? 

Mr.  Harvey.  I  have  no  questions. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Reifel  ? 

Mr.  Reifel.  I  just  wondered,  is  this  a  sufficiently  different  kind  of 
approach,  therefore  requiring  something  such  as  you  suggested,  a 
formula  in  here  to  make  it  easier  to  understand  on  the  House  floor  if 
the  question  arises  ? 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  think  if  a  formula  were  in  the  bill,  it  would  make 
it  easier  to  understand.  The  witness  states  there  is  no  formula  in  our 
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Soil  Conservation  Domestic  Allotment  Act  but  I  thought  there  was. 
Evidently  there  is  not. 

Mr.  Reifel.  If  this  should  get  favorable  consideration  in  our  full 
committee,  this  question  is  likely  to  be  asked  on  the  House  floor  and 
reference  could  be  made  to  other  programs  that  are  carried  out  in 
much  the  same  manner. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  personally  think  that  the  legislation  would  be 
more  readily  received  and  acceptable  in  the  House  if  we  simply 
amended  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  and 
made  this  special  provision  for  Alaska  in  the  act,  although  the  end 
result  is  the  same. 

I  am  just  thinking  out  loud  about  this  and  I  thought  that  might 
be  the  best  approach. 

Do  you  have  anything  further  ? 

Mr.  Reifel.  Nothing  further. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Stubblefield? 

Mr.  Rivers.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  add  a  pertinent  statistic  ? 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Rivers.  I  have  the  information  that  the  ACP  committees  have 
set  a  limit  of  $500  per  farm  per  year  in  Alaska. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  is  because  of  the  allocation  that  is  made  to 
the  State  under  it.  I  imagine  they  had  to  set  that  up,  is  that  right  ? 
Is  that  right,  Mr.  Evans,  they  had  to  set  up  a  ceiling  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  Several  States  and  counties  do  set  a  limit  particularly 
where  these  expensive  practices  are  involved.  It  is  not  practical - 

Mr.  Abernethy.  The  Federal  law  provides  for  a  ceiling  of  $2,500 
annually  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  That  is  right.  It  is  not  practical  to  bring  in  heavy 
equipment  and  pay  rental  on  it  unless  there  is  an  adequate  amount  to 
do  a  job  while  the  equipment  is  there. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Do  you  know  what  amount  of  funds  is  made  avail¬ 
able  annually  to  Alaska  under  the  ACP  program  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  Approximately  sixty  to  sixty-five  thousand.  I  think  it 
was  $64,000  in  1962. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  How  does  that  compare  with  some  of  the  other 
sparsely  settled  areas  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  We  have  none  quite  that  small  except  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  am  sure  of  that. 

Mr.  Evans.  I  think  Rhode  Island— and  I  do  not  have  the  statistics 
with  me  but  I  can  bring  them  to  you - 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Do  you  know  what  the  rate  is  for  Nevada  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  Around  $390,000. 

(The  table  referred  to  follows :) 

1962  agricultural  conservation  program  allocations  to  States  with  small 

agricultural  resources 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

1962 

State :  allocation 

Alaska _  64 

Delaware _  323 

Hawaii _  178 

Nevada _  389 

Rhode  Island _  80 

Virgin  Islands _  13 


24 


MISCELLANEOUS  HEARINGS 


Mr.  Abernethy.  Why  is  the  quantity  for  Alaska  only,  how  much? 

Mr.  Evans.  $64,000. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Why  is  it  at  that  level  ? 

All*.  Evans.  Because  of  the  fact  that  they  have  less  than  30,000 
acres  of  cropland.  Their  pastureland  is  very  little  also  in  proportion, 
and  although  there  are  various  estimates  of  the  acreage  of  privately 
owned  pasture  I  believe  it  is  about  200,000  or  less,  so-called  pasture- 
land,  much  of  which,  or  most  of  which  is  unimproved. 

Mr.  Harvey.  Just  natural? 

Mr.  Evans.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  30,000  acres  of  cropland? 

Mr.  Evans.  Less  than  that. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  200,000  acres  of  pastureland  ? 

Mr.  Evans.  Unimproved  pastureland. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  How  many  farm  families  are  up  there,  did  you 
say? 

Mr.  Evans.  367. 

Mr.  Rivers.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  includes  tracts  of  as  small  as  10 
acres  within  that  367. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  These  people  are  not  trying  to  make  a  living  on 
10  acres  of  land,  are  they? 

Mr.  Rivers.  No.  Their  tracts  may  be  bigger  but  that  is  all  they 
could  have  under  cultivation.  There  are  some  small  ones  trying  to 
work  on  the  side  and  implement  their  living  by  farming  with  10  acres. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Or  gold  mining  ? 

Mr.  Rivers.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Do  you  care  to  add  anything  further,  Mr.  Rivers? 

Mr.  Rivers.  Not  that  I  can  think  of. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Do  you,  Mr.  Evans? 

Mr.  Evans.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Are  there  any  further  questions  from  members  of 
the  committee? 

Mr.  Reifel.  No. 

Mr.  Harvey.  No. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Evans,  when  the  statement  you  are  preparing 
is  ready,  will  you  send  it  up  to  the  clerk  of  the  committee  and  it  will 
be  included  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Evans.  I  will  be  glad  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Rivers.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  may  have  a  few  more  supporting  let¬ 
ters  in  the  next  few  days. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Without  objection,  they  may  be  included  in  the 
record. 

Thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen. 

The  committee  stands  adjourned. 

(Thereupon,  the  hearing  was  adjourned  at  11:17  a. in.) 
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ESTABLISH  FEDERAL  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICES  TO 

GUAM 


TUESDAY,  AUGUST  14,  1962 


House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Departmental  Oversight 

of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

W  ashing  ton,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  1310,  New  House  Office 
Building,  Hon.  Paul  C.  Jones  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Jones,  Abernethy,  Johnson  of  Wisconsin, 
Stubblefield,  Inouye,  Hague,  Harvey,  and  Dole. 

Also  present :  Christine  Gallagher,  clerk. 

Mr.  Jones.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

The  first  bill  we  shall  take  up  this  morning  will  be  S.  2121,  to  estab¬ 
lish  Federal  agricultural  services  to  Guam,  and  for  other  purposes. 

(The  bill  S.  2121  follows :) 

[S.  2121,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

AN  ACT  To  establish  Federal  agricultural  services  to  Guam,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  establish  and  maintain  an  agricultural  program  in  Guam  which  will 
include  such  programs  administered  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Department”,  as  are  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  will  promote  the  welfare  of  that  island.  This  authority  may  be  exercised 
without  regard  to  section  25(b)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  Guam  (64  Stat.  390;  48 
U.S.C.  1421c(b)),  or  any  other  provision  of  law  under  which  Guam  may  have 
been  excluded  from  such  programs.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  provide  for 
such  modification  of  any  such  programs  extended  to  Guam  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary  in  order  to  adapt  it  to  the  needs  of  Guam.  The  program  authorized  by  this 
section  shall  be  developed  in  cooperation  with  the  territorial  government  of  Guam 
and  shall  be  covered  by  a  memorandum  of  understanding  agreed  to  by  the  terri¬ 
torial  government  and  the  Department.  The  Secretary  may  also  utilize  the  agen¬ 
cies,  facilities,  and  employees  of  the  Department,  and  may  cooperate  with  other 
public  agencies  and  with  private  organizations  and  individuals  in  Guam  and 
elsewhere :  Provided,  That  the  number  of  employees  of  the  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  stationed  on  Guam  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
shall  not  exceed  five  at  any  one  time. 

Sec.  2.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act.  The  moneys  appropriated  in 
pursuance  of  this  Act  shall  also  he  available  for  the  purchase  and  rental  of  land, 
the  construction  or  acquisition  of  buildings,  for  the  equipment  and  maintenance 
of  such  buildings,  and  such  other  expenditures  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  Act.  Sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  Act  shall  be 
in  addition  to,  and  not  in  substitution  for,  sums  appropriated  or  otherwise  made 
available  to  the  Department,  and  may  be  allocated  to  such  agencies  of  the  De¬ 
partment  as  are  concerned  with  the  administration  of  the  program  in  Guam. 

Passed  the  Senate  June  23,  1962. 

Attest : 

Felton  M.  Johnston,  Secretary. 
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[87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  S.  Rept.  1613] 

Guam  Agricultural  Services 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred  the  hill 
(S.  2121),  to  establish  Federal  agricultural  services  to  Guam,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  having  considered  the  same,  report  thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it 
do  pass  without  amendment. 

This  bill  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  establish  an  agricultural 
program  for  Guam  under  a  memorandum  of  understanding  with  the  territorial 
government  of  Guam.  Any  program  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  which 
will  promote  the  welfare  of  Guam  may  be  included  in  the  program  with  any  ap¬ 
propriate  modification.  The  primary  need  is  for  technical  assistance.  The  num¬ 
ber  of  USDA  employees  stationed  on  Guam  under  the  act  at  any  one  time  would 
be  limited  to  five. 

The  bill  was  requested  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  results  from  a 
survey  made  by  USDA  employees  in  1956  and  the  recommendations  in  their  re¬ 
port  made  in  1958. 


DEPARTMENTAL  VIEWS 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  13,  1961. 

Hon.  Sam  Rayburn, 

The  Speaker,  House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  transmitted  herewith,  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Congress,  a  draft  hill 1  entitled  “To  establish  Federal  agricultural  services  to 
Guam,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

The  proposed  legislation  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  es¬ 
tablish  and  maintain  an  agricultural  program  in  Guam.  It  would  include  such 
programs  administered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  as  are  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  promote  the  welfare  of  that  island.  All  programs  authorized 
under  the  proposed  bill  would  be  developed  in  cooperation  with  the  territorial 
government  of  Guam  and  be  covered  by  a  memorandum  of  understanding  agreed 
to  by  that  government  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  This  would  in¬ 
sure  that  the  full  potential  of  the  territorial  government  in  the  solution  of  Guam’s 
agricultural  problems  would  he  brought  to  bear  and  that  there  would  be  effective 
coordination  of  local  and  Federal  interests  in  program  development.  The  legis¬ 
lative  proposal  also  contains  a  proviso  limiting  the  number  of  Department  em¬ 
ployees  to  be  stationed  on  Guam  to  five  at  any  one  time  in  carrying  out  its  pur¬ 
poses.  It  would  authorize  an  appropriation  of  funds  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
the  legislative  proposal. 

In  October  of  1956  this  Department,  at  the  request  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  sent  a  survey  group  to  study  the  agricultural  needs  of  Guam.  Their 
report  was  issued  in  March  of  1958.  The  legislation  which  we  are  now  propos¬ 
ing  would  carry  out  the  recommendations  of  the  study  group. 

Technical  assistance  is  the  primary  need  to  further  develop  the  agriculture  of 
Guam.  This  assistance  could  best  be  rendered  by  a  small  staff  working  coopera¬ 
tively  with  the  Guam  Department  of  Agriculture.  Technical  help  is  needed  by 
them  in  the  field  of  agronomy,  soil  and  water  conservation,  livestock  and  poultry, 
horticulture,  marketing,  home  economics,  4— H  club  work  and  other  rural  de¬ 
velopment. 

Program  activities  as  envisioned  under  the  proposed  hill  would  he  conducted 
under  the  local  leadership  of  a  single  Federal  staff  member  .  Under  this  arrange¬ 
ment  the  local  leader  would  have  a  joint  assignment  for  all  program  activities 
and  would  he  considered  as  the  administrative  representative  of  this  Depart¬ 
ment  in  matters  involving  agricultural  activities  on  Guam. 

If  this  legislation  is  enacted  the  first  phase  in  carrying  it  out  will  be  to  adapt 
existing  extension  procedures  and  known  research  and  marketing  facts  to  the 
agricultural  problems  of  Guam.  Major  efforts  will  be  directed  to  problems  asso¬ 
ciated  with  soil  and  water  conservation.  In  crop  and  livestock  production  at¬ 
tention  will  be  directed  toward  determining  the  value  of  superior  varieties  and 
breeds  and  management  practices  under  the  tropical  conditions  of  Guam. 


1  The  draft  bill  referred  to  above  is  identical  to  the  bill  introduced  in  the  Senate, 
S.  2121. 
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This  program  would  be  developed  and  conducted  so  that  the  technical  assist¬ 
ance  and  training  afforded  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  would  supple¬ 
ment  and  strengthen  the  functions  of  the  Guam  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Physical  facilities  to  carry  out  the  proposed  program  would  be  arranged  for 
under  a  memorandum  of  understanding.  There  will  be  no  need  for  extensive 
capital  outlay  for  these  facilities. 

Although  the  development  of  a  budget  for  the  proposed  program  would  depend 
in  part  upon  the  financial  ability  of  the  Guam  government  to  contribute  to  the 
program,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  requirement  for  a  recurring  annual  Federal 
operating  budget  would  rarely  exceed  $100,000.  The  possible  need  for  extending 
direct  benefit  payments  to  the  farmers  of  the  island,  such  as  for  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  practices  or  for  credit  for  production  needs  and  for  the  purchase  of 
farms,  cannot  be  projected  on  the  basis  of  current  information. 

A  similar  letter  is  being  sent  to  the  President  of  the  Senate. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presentation 
of  this  proposed  legislation  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Orville  L.  Freeman. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

The  authority  granted  by  the  bill  will  be  exercised  without  regard  to  the  follow¬ 
ing  section  of  the  Organic  Act  of  Guam  : 

Organic  Act  of  Guam  (48  U.S.C.  1421c(b)) 
******* 

Sec.  25.  (a)  *  *  * 

(b)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  no  law  of  the  United  States 
hereafter  enacted  shall  have  any  force  or  effect,  within  Guam  unless  specifically 
made  applicable  by  Act  of  the  Congress  either  by  reference  to  Guam  by  name  or 
by  reference  to  “possessions”.  The  President  of  the  United  States  shall  appoint 
a  commission  of  seven  persons,  at  least  three  of  whom  shall  be  residents  of 
Guam,  to  survey  the  field  of  Federal  statutes  and  to  make  recommendations  to 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  within  twelve  months  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act  as  to  which  statutes  of  the  United  States  not  applicable  to  Guam 
on  such  date  shall  be  made  applicable  to  Guam,  and  as  to  which  statutes  of  the 
United  States  applicable  to  Guam  on  such  date  shall  be  declared  inapplicable. 

Mr.  Jones.  We  have  from  the  Department  this  morning  Mr.  D.  V. 
Lumsden,  assistant  to  the  Director,  Crops  Research  Division,  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

We  shall  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  at  this  time,  Dr.  Lumsden. 

STATEMENT  0E  D.  V.  LUMSDEN,  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  DIRECTOR, 

CROPS  RESEARCH  DIVISION,  AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERV¬ 
ICE,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Lumsden.  Do  you  wish  me  to  proceed  ? 

Mr.  Jones.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Lumsden.  Do  I  have  to  be  identified  further? 

Mr.  Jones.  I  think  I  have  identified  you  sufficiently  unless  you  care 
for  further  identification. 

Mr.  Lumsden.  No,  thank  you,  sir. 

i  have  no  prepared  statement  here  this  morning.  I  feel  that  the 
defense  of  the  Guam  bill  has  been  well  documented  in  the  past.  On 
March  29,  1960,  there  was  a  hearing  before  Congressman  Cooley’s 
full  committee  concerning  the  bill,  at  that  time  designated  as  H.R.  9866. 
The  miscellaneous  hearings,  serial  GGG,  contains  a  complete  report 
on  the  hearings  and  gives  a  great  deal  of  detail  in  regard  to  the  bill 
which  was  being  considered. 
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At  the  time  of  that  hearing  the  committee  seemed  to  be  of  the  unan¬ 
imous  opinion,  or  at  least  it  was  the  consensus  that  there  should  be  a 
limitation  contained  in  the  bill  over  and  above  the  way  it  was  pre¬ 
sented  at  the  hearings,  and  to  that  end  we  were  instructed  to  go  back 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  include  a  limitation  in  the  bill. 

Subsequent  activity  has  indicated  that  that  limitation  was  included 
in  the  bill,  which  I  understand  is  being  considered  here  this  morning, 
S.  2121,  which  provides  that  no  more  than  five  members  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  will  be  on  Guam  at  any  given  time  in  regard 
to  carrying  out  the  activities  provided  in  the  bill. 

I  understand  that  this  S.  2121  has  already  been  passed  by  the  Senate 
and  is  now  up  for  consideration  here. 

As  I  do  not  have  a  prepared  statement  I  would  like  to  say  that  I 
was  the  leader  of  a  group  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  com¬ 
prising  five  men  who  conducted  a  survey  of  the  agricultural  situation 
on  Guam  in  195G.  This  was  documented  in  a  report  entitled  “The 
Agricultural  Needs  of  Guam,  Mariana  Islands,  Report  of  a  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  Survey  Group.”  This  was  issued  in  1958. 
It  includes  the  recommendations  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
made  at  that  time. 

With  that  introductory  statement  I  shall  be  glad  to  answer  ques¬ 
tions  from  any  of  you  gentlemen  as  you  see  fit  regarding  this  bill. 

Mr.  Jones.  Thank  you,  Dr.  Lumsden. 

The  bill  does  have  this : 

That  the  number  of  employees  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
shall  not  exceed  five  at  any  one  time. 

That  is  the  same  wording  which  was  used  in  the  amendment  which  was 
carried  in  the  House  bill  in  1960. 

Can  you  enlighten  us  on  the  actual  number  and  the  type  of  personnel 
which  would  be  contemplated  under  this  bill  for  Guam  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  Yes,  I  shall  be  glad  to  do  that. 

I  might  say  we  are  drawing  from  the  experience  of  an  activity  which 
started  on  the  Virgin  Islands  in  about  1952. 

Congress  provided  that  a  research  and  extension  program  would  be 
set  up  on  the  Virgin  Islands  which  is  conducted  by  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service  of  the  USD  A. 

Over  the  years  we  have  had  considerable  experience  in  conducting 
that  program  as  directed  by  Congress.  It  is  still  a  going  program  on 
the  Virgin  Islands,  and  we  feel  we  could  do  well  in  heeding  the  staffing 
problems  we  experienced  there  in  instituting  this  program  on  Guam. 

We  are  planning  about  the  same  number  of  scientific  personnel  in 
connection  with  the  Virgin  Islands  program  at  this  time.  On  the 
basis  of  the  survey  of  the  five  men  representing  USDA  on  Guam,  it 
would  appear  we  are  streamlining  activities  such  as  has  occurred  in 
all  branches  of  the  Federal  Government  in  the  past  5  or  6  years.  Spe¬ 
cifically  for  Guam  we  would  want  to  make  some  modifications  of  our 
program  on  the  Virgin  Islands,  possibly  broader  concepts.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  there  is  rural  development  activity  which  has  become  a  tre¬ 
mendous  moving  force  and  we  in  the  Department  have  been  proud 
to  contribute  to  that.  It  seems  to  me  we  shall  have  to  consider  that. 

We  feel,  as  is  so  true  in  all  of  our  outlying  possessions,  education  and 
extension  activity  are  very  important  in  guiding  people  who  have  the 
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earnestness  to  do  better  in  agriculture,  and  it  seems  that  this  EAD  ac¬ 
tivity  is  pointing  very  definitely  in  that  direction. 

The  provision  in  the  basic  report,  for  this  group  of  five,  permits  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  have  representatives  from  the  agencies 
meet  in  full  cooperation  with  the  Guam  government  in  staffing  and 
developing  a  program  which  will  be  best  fitted  for  the  needs  of  Guam 
as  they  exist  at  the  present  time. 

It  has  been  our  best  judgment  that  this  group  of  five  which  is  sug¬ 
gested  in  the  limitation  of  the  bill  would  constitute  technical  person¬ 
nel  working  closely  with  the  representatives  of  the  local  Guam  govern¬ 
ment  and  the  Guam  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Jones.  You  still  did  not  tell  us  the  type  of  personnel.  In  other 
words,  you  would  have  to  have  some  stenographic  help  there  in  vari¬ 
ous  offices,  I  presume. 

Mr.  Lumsden.  Again  drawing  from  the  Virgin  Islands  experience, 
the  five  would  be  technical  individuals  who  would  come  from  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  The  balance,  we  would  assume,  would  be  clerical  and 
housekeeping  people  who  would  be  enrployed  locally  rather  than  being 
people  who  would  come  from  the  continental  United  States. 

Mr.  Jones.  Would  they  be  employees  of  the  USDA? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  We  would  assiune,  again  drawing  from  the  Virgin 
Islands,  there  would  be  a  contribution  from  the  Guam  government  in 
order  to  complement  this  program  and  make  it  an  entity.  I  feel  we 
could  do  best  by  having  technical  assistance  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  here  in  Washington  and  complemented  by  native  Guam¬ 
anians,  many  of  whom  are  very  able  in  these  capacities  of  subprofes¬ 
sional  help  and  clerical  help. 

Mr.  Jones.  You  have  only  a  little  over  500  farms  in  Guam  now,  as 
I  understand  it. 

Mr.  Lumsden.  That  number  is  quite  variable.  There  are  over  2,000 
farms  on  the  basis  of  the  1960  census,  but  that  is  a  very,  very  broad 
interpretation  of  what  constitutes  a  farm.  For  those  who  were  full¬ 
time  farmers  and  gaining  their  livelihood  from  the  soil  exclusively, 
with  no  outside  jobs,  I  should  judge  now,  on  the  basis  of  my  findings 
in  1956,  that  that  number  will  be  somewhat  less  than  2,000 — but  you 
can  go  to  the  other  extreme,  on  the  basis  of  the  1960  census  indicating 
over  2,000  farms. 

Mr.  Jones.  In  Guam,  as  I  understand  it,  we  have  a  rather  small 
area  which  would  be  less  than  most  counties,  would  it  not?  Would 
you  think  that  the  setup  there  would  be  similar  to  the  extension  serv¬ 
ice  in  a  county  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  Yes.  We  have  heard  a  great  deal  about  the  Little 
League  in  baseball  and  what  a  wonderful  thing  that  is  for  sports  in  the 
United  States.  I  wish  that  in  1862  they  had  made  provisions  for  a 
“Little  League”  in  the  land  grant  college  system  whereby  we  would 
have  the  counterpart  of  an  experiment  station  and  extension  service 
such  as  we  have  now  well  established  and  doing  a  wonderful  job  in  the 
50  States. 

Unfortunately  for  our  outlying  territories  and  possessions  we  do 
not  have  the  extension  service.  We  do  not  have  the  experiment  sta¬ 
tions  there.  Not  that  we  should  have  a  full-time  organized  activity 
such  as  we  have  in  the  50  States,  but  we  have  almost  everything  in  the 
-States  and  nothing  in  the  territories  in  the  way  of  this  promotion  of 
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agriculture,  particularly  in  dealing  with  youngsters,  4-H  clubs,  and 
all  those  traditions  in  the  States  which  have  been  very  successful  for 
agriculture  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Jones.  I  have  not  seen  anywhere  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  this 
activity.  What  do  you  estimate  the  annual  cost  would  be? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  The  legislative  history  would  indicate  there  have 
been  sums  all  the  way  from  $30,000  to  very  much  more  elaborate  pro¬ 
grams  involving  the  whole  trust  territory,  including  Guam,  which 
would  come  close  to  half  a  million  dollars.  That  is  all  documented  in 
our  basic  report. 

The  thinking,  particularly  on  the  basis  of  our  Virgin  Islands  ac¬ 
tivity,  would  indicate  that  it  will  come  close  to  $100,000,  and  that 
will  be  absolutely  minimum. 

I  don't  know  whether  I  should  go  into  details,  but  I  might  men¬ 
tion  in  the  first  place  the  terrific  distance,  over  8,000  miles  from  the 
New  York  and  5,200  miles  from  San  Francisco.  Whether  it  is  off¬ 
shore  military  service  or  civilian  service,  many  things  have  to  be 
transported  to  those  distant  places. 

Further,  in  dealing  with  offshore  employees  there  are  provisions 
whereby  they  get  a  cost-of-living  allowance.  There  is  also  a  provision 
whereby  they  and  their  families  are  transported  to  their  place  of 
work  from  their  place  of  recruitment,  essentially  as  a  recruitment 
inducement  and  to  hold  personnel  turnover  to  a  minimum.  Also  each 
2  years  a  man  and  his  family  can  be  returned  to  his  place  of  recruit¬ 
ment  with  the  travel  expenses  paid.  All  of  these  factors  we  have 
found  in  these  offshore  locations  increase  the  cost  of  the  program 
very,  very  greatly. 

It  seems  to  me  it  would  be  very  realistic  to  think  in  terms  of  a 
minimum  of  $100,000  to  do  the  job. 

Mr.  Jones.  During  the  hearings  in  1960  it  was  suggested  that  the 
needs  of  Guam  could  be  provided  through  the  Hawaiian  office.  Would 
that  be  a  practical  suggestion  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  The  speaker  of  the  Guam  House  of  Representatives, 
who  appeared  at  the  meeting  at  that  time,  I  should  judge  took  a 
rather  dim  view  of  that  sort  of  situation.  I  also  think  perhaps  we 
have  plenty  of  tradition  for  that  in  the  States  where  each  one  of 
the  States  of  the  United  States  would  react  similarly.  They  are 
not  too  happy  if  they  feel  they  are  playing  a  secondary  role  to  another 
State. 

Although  Hawaii  now  is  honored  with  complete  statehood,  I  be¬ 
lieve  Guam  feels  is  is  an  entity.  Not  that  they  feel  they  have  aspira¬ 
tions  for  being  a  State,  at  least  not  in  the  immediate  present,  but  there 
will  be  difficulties  and  there  is  no  tradition  in  connection  with  or¬ 
ganizing  that  sort  of  situation;  whereas  since  the  early  1900’s  the 
Federal  Government  has  dealt  independently  with  these  offshore  terri¬ 
tories  and  possessions  for  agricultural  services. 

In  Alaska  before  it  became  a  State  and  in  Hawaii  before  it  became 
a  State,  and  in  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  so  on,  we  have  done  that. 

Mr.  Jones.  I  notice  you  said  we  do  not  anticipate  Guam  becoming 
a  State  immediately.  I  think  that  is  the  fear  a  lot  of  people  have. 
There  might  be  in  some  people’s  minds  the  fact  we  are  contemplating 
making  them  a  State.  I  think  you  will  run  into  an  awful  lot  of  op¬ 
position  to  that. 
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Mr.  Lumsden.  I  can  understand  your  point  of  view.  Of  course,  it 
is  furthest  from  my  thoughts  that  that  situation  would  prevail. 

Certainly  this  is  definitely  a  technical  aid  program,  which  is  a  long, 
long  way  in  our  thoughts  from  anything  contributing  to  statehood, 
just  in  the  same  wav  that  our  program  which  started  in  the  early 
1900’s  in  Alaska  and  Hawaii  brought  no  thought  of  that. 

We  have  plenty  to  worry  about  in  agriculture  without  worrying 
about  the  broader  aspects  of  this  program. 

Certainly  it  is  not  within  our  thinking  to  feel  we  are  contributing 
to  this  other  matter  which  is  entirely  separate  from  what  we  would 
propose  to  do. 

Mr.  Jones.  Since  we  have  the  1960  hearings  and  the  report  I  shall 
not  take  any  further  time. 

Question,  Mi-.  Dague? 

Mr.  Dague.  Off  the  record. 

(Discussion  held  off  the  record.) 

Mr.  Johnson.  You  mentioned  1,000  farms.  What  would  be  the 
acreage  of  those  1,000  farms  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  The  average  acreage  is  16  acres. 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  is  with  1,000  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  That  is  with  2,000  farms  in  the  1960  census. 

Mr.  Johnson.  A  lot  of  them  are  acre  plots,  too? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  Many  of  them  are  very,  very  small ;  yes. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Is  Guam  about  2,000  miles  from  Hawaii? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  I  believe  3,300  miles  from  Hawaii,  from  Honolulu. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Could  this  bill  be  amended  so  that  someone  from  your 
group  in  Hawaii  could  service  them  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  Just  to  give  you  an  example  of  that,  this  group  which 
made  the  survey  of  Guam  in  1956  did  draw  on  USDA  activities  in 
Honolulu  to  help  us  out. 

The  soil  conservation  man,  Tom  McGowan,  was  from  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  Service,  and  because  of  illness  it  happened  the  plant  quarran- 
tine  man,  Mr.  Wakefield,  was  also  from  the  Honolulu  office.  The 
other  three  men,  Extension,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  and  I 
representing  Agricultural  Research  Service,  were  from  Washington, 
so;  that  so  far  as  is  possible  and  so  far  as  we  could  save  money  we 
would  except  to  draw  on  the  know-how  of  Federal  people  stationed  in 
Hawaii. 

Mr.  Johnson.  There  is  nothing  in  the  legislation  which  forces  you 
to  do  it,  though.  That  would  be  up  to  you  after  the  legislation  is 
passed. 

Mr.  Lumsden.  That  is  very  true.  We  have  to  watch  our  dollars  so 
closely  I  feel  it  would  be  to  our  advantage  to  have  the  best  job  done 
by  effecting  just  that  sort  of  an  economy  so  far  as  it  was  possible  to 
do  the  best  job  possible. 

Mr.  Johnson.  How  many  acres  would  you  say  there  are  under 
cultivation  in  Guam  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  Again  according  to  the  census  there  are  2,028  farms. 
I  do  not  have - - 

Mr.  Johnson.  How  much  did  you  say  was  the  average  per  farm? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  The  size  is  16  acres. 

Mr.  Johnson.  If  you  multiplied  16  by  2,028  farms  you  would  get 
the  total  amount  in  farms  but  not  the  total  number  of  acres  under 
cultivation. 
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Mr.  Lumsden.  That  is  right,  but  not  under  cultivation  because  the 
farms  would  include  pasturelands,  woodlands,  and  that  type  of  thing. 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  would  be  32,688  acres.  Is  that  the  figure  you 
get? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  I  didn’t  calculate  that,  but  if  that  is  your  figure  I 
shall  accept  it. 

Mr.  Inouye.  Sir,  what  is  the  cost  of  agricultural  products  as  com¬ 
pared  to  costs  of  similar  products  in  the  mainland  ?  Is  it  much  higher 
in  Guam? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  The  maintenance - 

Mr.  Inouye.  The  cost  of  agricultural  products,  say  carrots  in  Guam 
versus  carrots  here. 

Mr.  Lumsden.  All  agricultural  products  cost  more.  On  Guam,  as 
is  true  of  some  of  the  other  distant  possessions,  everything  has  to  be 
shipped  from  the  United  States  in  the  way  of  fertilizers,  in  the  way 
of  concentrated  feeds  for  animals,  and  all  of  that,  so  that  it  is  in¬ 
evitable  that  the  costs  are  very  much  higher  there  than  you  would  find 
them  in  the  continental  United  States. 

Mr.  Inouye.  With  this  program  would  it  be  possible  for  Guam  to 
increase  production  of  agricultural  products  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  That  is  what  we  propose  to  do.  That  has  been  our 
pattern  on  the  Virgin  Islands  and  in  Alaska.  It  is  to  encourage  the 
home  growing  of  all  crops  going  into  feeds  for  animals  and  into  feed¬ 
ing  humans,  too. 

Mr.  Inouye.  Would  it  not  cut  down  the  cost  of  the  military  opera¬ 
tions  on  Guam  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  That  is  true.  Of  course,  it  is  an  old  story  with  you 
in  regard  to  the  difficulties  we  have  in  paying  for  transportation  costs, 
particularly  where  we  are  dealing  with  the  military.  They  have  been 
very  good  in  purchasing  products  of  the  farmers  on  offshore  locations, 
but  there  always  has  been  a  difficulty  in  keeping  the  soldiers  rationed 
as  low  as  possible  with  the  cost  of  transportation  the  way  it  is  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  armed  services  and  the  way  the  farmer  on  Guam  or  on 
any  other  offshore  location  has  to  consider  it  in  the  way  of  selling  his 
produce  to  the  service  at  a  reasonable  and  a  profitable  figure. 

Mr.  Inouye.  You  have  mentioned  the  Virgin  Islands  experiment. 
What  success  have  you  experienced  there  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  We  found  it  has  been  very,  very  difficult  to  work 
with  the  older  people  there.  They  are  not  too  happy  in  working  in 
agricultural  pursuits.  It  is  possible  their  long  background  of  look¬ 
ing  upon  agriculture  with  a  certain  degree  of  subservience  may  be 
responsible  for  that. 

Nevertheless,  with  that  traditional  background,  which  is  well  docu¬ 
mented,  and  reports  of  one  kind  or  another,  we  do  feel  we  are  striking 
pay  dirt  particularly  in  our  extension  activities  with  the  4-H  children. 
We  find  there  is  definitely  a  new  outlook  as  a  consequence  of  having 
these  4— H  Clubs  scattered  over  the  islands  of  the  Virgin  Islands,  and 
they  look  upon  agriculture  as  something  other  than  the  humdrum  and 
toil  with  which  some  of  the  older  people  of  the  Virgin  Islands  look 
upon  it. 

Mr.  Inouye.  Is  the  Guam  government  prepared  to  complement 
this  program  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  I  should  say  very  definitely  yes.  I  was  quite  sur¬ 
prised  with  them  in  1956,  the  forward  look  they  have,  the  way  they 
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have  gone  into  this  problem  of  agriculture  since  Guam  was  reoccupiecl 
by  American  forces.  The  whole  island  was  essentially  blown  up.  I 
have  followed  the  Governor’s  reports  each  year  and  the  latest  report 
for  19C1  is  very  interesting,  comparing  particularly  the  agricultural 
report  with  the  agricultural  report  of  1956.  It  shows  definite  progress. 
It  shows  an  initiative  which  is  quite  commendable. 

Mr.  Inouye.  I  noted  with  some  interest  that  the  present  Governor 
at  his  own  expense  brought  in  some  cattle. 

Mr.  Lumsden.  Yes;  they  are  doing  that  increasingly.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  there  was  a  shipment  of  cattle  which  arrived  in  1956  while 
we  were  there,  but  they  have  continued  that  and  they  seem  to  be 
constantly  looking  into  that  matter  of  finding  the  best  means  possible 
of  improving  their  agriculture  and  showing  considerable  initiative  in 
regard  to  it. 

Mr.  Inouve.  This  may  sound  like  a  silly  question,  but  would  you 
say  this  would  be  money  well  spent  in  Guam  % 

Mr.  Lumsden.  On  Guam  ? 

Mr.  Inouye.  Yes. 

Mr.  Lumsden.  I  definitely  think  so,  yes.  I  was  very  favorably 
impressed  with  the  zeal  and  the  earnestness  of  those  people  as  I  saw 
them  there  in  1956,  and  I  believe  that  is  the  consensus  of  opinion,  in 
fact,  the  unanimous  opinion  of  our  group  which  visited  Guam  at 
that  time. 

Mr.  Inouye.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Harvey.  I  have  no  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stubblefield.  How  do  you  compare  the  situation  with  the 
Virgin  Islands.  There  is  a  difference  in  the  background  of  the  people 
there.  The  Guamanians  do  not  have  this  feeling  which  the  Virgin 
Islanders  have  about  working  in  agriculture.  Is  that  true  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  As  I  described  the  situation  in  the  Virgin  Islands  ? 

Mr.  Stubblefield.  Yes. 

Mr.  Lumsden.  That  is  true.  I  didn’t  notice,  so  far  as  the  Guam¬ 
anians  are  concerned,  any  of  this  unfortunate  tradition  which  exists 
on  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Mr.  Stubblefield.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  Dole.  What  percentage  of  Guam  is  in  cropland  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  It  is  very,  very  low.  I  haven’t  the  actual  percent¬ 
age  of  figures  because  I  have  not  been  there  since  1956.  Apparently 
their  cropland  has  increased,  but  I  do  not  have  recent  figures. 

Mr.  Dole.  Do  you  know  how  many  acres  there  are  in  Guam  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  Total  acreage  of  the  whole  island  ? 

Mr.  Dole.  Yes. 

Mr.  Lumsden.  225  square  miles  for  the  entire  island,  I  haven’t  the 
acreage  figure  here.  I  can  look  it  up. 

Mr.  Dole.  They  have  territorial  services  available,  territorial  agri¬ 
cultural  services  available  furnished  by  the  territorial  government 
of  Guam  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  They  have  a  Guam  Department  of  Agriculture  un¬ 
der  the  Guam  government,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dole.  How  many  employees  do  they  have  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  I  believe  the  latest  figure  shows  they  have  43  em¬ 
ployees  on  the  basis  of  the  Governor’s  report  for  1961,  with  a  budget 
of  $271,000. 


36 


MISCELLANEOUS  HEARINGS 


Mr.  Dole.  How  many  cattle  do  they  have  in  Guam  at  the  present 
time  ?  Do  you  know  the  1  ivestock  situation  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  That  could  be  derived  again  from  the  agricultural 
census  of  Guam  but  I  haven't  that  figure  immediately  available. 

Mr.  Jones.  In  the  hearings  in  1960  they  have  those  figures.  There 
are  243  farmers  engaged  in  the  production  of  various  crops,  174  en¬ 
gaged  in  livestock  raising;  including  4,500  cattle,  19,000  hogs,  and 
225,000  chickens  being  raised,  mostly  for  domestic  needs. 

Mr.  Dole.  You  were  talking  about  the  total  number  of  full-time 
farmers.  How  many  did  you  say  there  were  now  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  A  little  over  2,000  according  to  the  1960  census. 

Mr.  Dole.  Full-time  farmers? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  It  doesn't  designate.  The  definition  of  a  farmer  for 
Guam  is  set  up  in  the  census  and  it  does  not  provide  whether  they  are 
full  time  or  part  time. 

Mr.  Dole.  Is  there  a  definition  for  what  they  call  a  farm  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  That  is  correct,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dole.  Where  is  that  set  up  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  By  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  in  connection  with  their 
survey. 

Mr.  Dole.  That  also  might  be  in  the  1961  report  ? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Is  it  the  same  definition  as  used  in  the  United  States? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  I  understand  it  is  not.  It  seems  to  differ,  particularly 
with  our  outlying  possessions. 

Mr.  Dole.  Do  you  know  what  the  definition  is  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  For  Guam? 

Mr.  Dole.  Yes. 

Mr.  Lumsden.  I  believe  it  is  a  person  who  has  grown  any  crops 
during  the  past  year  or  has  any  livestock  or  three  or  more  poultry. 

Mr.  Dole.  In  other  words,  anyone  owning  three  chickens  could  con¬ 
stitute  a  farmer  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  That  is  correct,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dole.  A  family  farmer  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  Very  much  so,  yes,  sir.  You  have  to  understand  in 
Guam  there  are  very,  very  many  primitive  little  farms  where  that 
would  be  quite  understandable. 

Mr.  Dole.  What  about  a  definition  of  a  farm  ?  How  does  that  tie 
in  with  the  farmer  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  They  figure  it  on  the  basis  of  farms  and  I  did  not  run 
across  any  definition  of  just  what  constitutes  a  farmer. 

I  suppose  a  farmer  would  be  judged  a  man  who  conducts  one  of 
these  enterprises  under  the  definition  of  a  farm. 

Mr.  Dole.  If  we  say  that,  the  man  who  has  three  chickens  is  a 
farmer,  if  he  has  these  three  chickens  in  the  living  room  or  wherever 
he  might  keep  them,  is  this  called  a  farm  under  this  definition?  As 
we  are  talking  about  the  number  of  farms  in  Guam,  I  wonder  if  there 
is  any  real  correlation  between  those  farms  and  what  we  think  of  as 
farms  in  Kansas,  for  example.  Three  chickens  would  be  a  Sunday 
dinner  in  Kansas  but  it  makes  a  farmer  out  of  somebody  in  Guam. 

Do  you  have  any  idea  of  what  a  farm  might  consist  of  in  Guam  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  According  to  the  definition  I  do  not  think  they  looked 
into  the  matter  of  Avhere  he  would  keep  these  three  chickens. 

Mr.  Dole.  I  was  trying  to  find  out  the  necessity  of  sending  five 
people  down  there  to  count  the  chickens. 


MISCELLANEOUS  HEARINGS 


37 


Mr.  Lumsden.  I  can  read  that  statement,  to  you. 

This  is  under  the  caption  “General  Farm  Information”  in  the  U.S. 
Census  of  Agriculture  of  1959,  Guam.  This  states : 

For  the  19(50  Census  of  Agriculture  in  Guam,  a  farm  is  defined  as  any  “place” 
on  which  crops  were  grown  in  1959  or  on  which  any  livestock  or  five  or  more 
poultry — 

that  is  the  correct  figure — 

were  kept  on  or  about  April  1,  1960.  The  word  “place”  designates  all  land  under 
control  of  one  person  or  partnership  exclusive  of  land  used  by  the  U.S.  military 
services.  Control  may  have  been  exercised  through  ownership  or  management 
or  through  a  lease,  rental,  permit,  squatter,  or  governmental  arrangement. 

Mr.  Dole.  So  a  farm  would  be  a  place  you  keep  five  chickens  under 
that  definition? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Dole.  If  you  kept  them  in  the  icebox — you  wouldn’t  keep  them 
there  if  they  were  live. 

What  is  the  size  of  the  largest  farm  in  Guam?  Are  there  large 
farms  there  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  There  are  a  few  very  large  farms.  Now  that  I  have 
this  census  report  here  I  think  I  can  answer  most  of  these  questions. 

For  farms  50  hectares  or  over,  a  hectare  is  essentially  2 y2  acres, 
there  are  24  farms  that  are  larger  than  125  acres.  There  are  90.9 
percent  of  the  farms  which  are  below  10  hectares,  or  25  acres.  You 
see  there  are  many,  many  small  farms  there. 

Mr.  Dole.  Do  you  show  how  many  are  less  than  5  acres  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  Forty  percent  of  the  farms  are  under  1  hectare;  in 
other  words,  under  2i/2  acres;  27  percent  are  between  21/2  and  5  acres; 
18  percent  are  between  8  and  10  acres,  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Dole.  I  think  that  is  good  information  to  have  because  it  points 
out  the  fallacy  of  considering  averages  of  16  acres.  Apparently  67 
percent  of  the  farms  are  5  acres  or  less.  Again  it  gets  back  to  the 
basic  point  of  what  we  consider  to  be  a  farm. 

Perhaps  we  may  not  have  the  right  definition,  either,  but  it  seems 
ridiculous  to  call  a  farm  a  place  where  you  can  keep  five  chickens. 

That  is  all. 

Mr.  Inouye.  I  would  like  to  make  an  observation  and  see  whether 
you  concur  with  it.  Prior  to  the  war,  Guam  had  a  reasonably  thriving 
agricultural  enterprise.  During  the  war  Guam  was  completely  devas¬ 
tated  and  experienced  almost  complete  destruction  of  whatever  it  had 
in  the  way  of  agricultural  pursuits. 

After  the  war,  the  military  took  up  most  of  the  arable  land  which  was 
once  used  for  agricultural  purposes. 

Considering  those  circumstances  and  considering  the  fact  Guam  is 
under  the  American  flag,  do  you  think  we  do  have  some  obligation  to 
spend  $100,000  there  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  I  think  we  do  on  the  basis  of  the  way — again  I  don’t 
want  to  harp  on  this  subject — the  generous  way  we  treated  the  Virgin 
Islanders.  I  think  the  Guamanians  have  the  right  to  the  privileges 
we  have  given  Virgin  Islanders  and  privileges  and  benefits  we  are 
giving  other  States,  so  that  I  do  not  think  that  is  out  of  line  at  all  with 
what  we  have  done  with  other  States  and  possessions  in  the  way  of 
encouraging  agricultural  know-how. 

Mr.  Inouye.  How  many  acres  of  Guam  were  taken  up  by  the  mili¬ 
tary? 
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Mr.  Lumsden.  That  is  a  rather  moot  question.  I  know  it  was 
awfully  difficult  for  us  to  get  any  specific  information  when  we  were 
actually  on  Guam  in  1956.  The  situation  has  changed  in  the  mean¬ 
time  with  the  changing  Governors  there.  The  Department  of  the 
Interior  has  become  better  established  there  after  they  took  over  from 
the  Navy  around  1950.  Just  how  that  movement  has  gone,  I  am  not  in 
a  position  to  be  able  to  say. 

Mr.  Inouye.  I  would  like  to  point  out  to  the  committee,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  up  until  recently  the  Navy  exercised  jurisdiction  over  Guam, 
making  it  rather  difficult  for  fellow  Americans  to  move  in  and  out  of 
Guam,  the  same  ease  we  would  find  in  moving  in  and  out  of  Tennessee, 
for  example.  To  a  certain  extent,  this  did  hold  back  the  progress  of 
agricultural  growth.  I  suppose  this  situation  still  exists  on  Guam  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  So  far  as  I  know.  I  know  we  had  to  go  through  quite 
a  lengthy  procedure  in  order  to  get  security  clearance  for  our  trip,, 
even  though  we  were  members  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  visit¬ 
ing  Guam. 

Whether  that  situation  has  been  liberalized,  whether  the  needs  of 
security  are  such  so  that  that  has  had  to  continue,  I  am  not  prepared 
to  say. 

Mr.  Inouye.  I  have  nothing  further. 

Mr.  Jones.  Mr.  Heimburger  ? 

Mr.  Heimburger.  We  are  now  going  up  the  Hill  the  third  time  with 
this  bill.  If  we  are  going  to  get  favorable  action  on  it  we  ought  to 
try  to  present  all  the  information  we  can  this  time. 

I  have  just  two  or  three  questions  on  matters  I  feel  need  to  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  a  committee  report  if  we  are  to  get  favorable  action  on  this 
bill. 

Of  these  five  Department  employees  who  might,  under  the  bill,  be 
sent  to  Guam,  what  kinds  of  technicians  would  you  select  to  send  over 
there  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  Because  of  the  provisions  of  our  report  it  was  stated 
that  the  board  of  directors,  you  might  say,  of  the  Guam  program 
would  consist  of  the  agencies  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
that  were  most  concerned  with  it,  plus  a  meeting  of  minds  with  the 
Guam  government.  It  would  be  decided  after  a  meeting  of  this  group 
just  which  five  people,  whether  they  be  agricultural  economists,  soil 
physiologists,  veterinarians,  and  so  on - 

Mr.  Heimburger.  Surely  you  can  hazard  a  guess,  can  you  not? 
What  do  you  think  is  needed  there?  Is  it  a  soil  conservation  man, 
an  agronomist,  a  biologist,  or  what? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  In  my  judgment,  I  should  say,  for  the  present,  un¬ 
less  things  have  changed  drastically  since  we  were  there,  you  would 
need  to  have  a  soil  scientist,  an  economist,  probably  an  entomologist, 
a  marketing  specialist - 

Mr.  Johnson.  How  about  a  Farm  Home  Administration  man? 
Would  you  be  making  loans  to  them  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  On  the  basis  of  our  experience  in  some  of  the  other 
offshore  locations,  I  do  not  think  you  would  have  to  have  a  man  perma¬ 
nently  assigned  there,  at  least  not  for  the  present. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  Is  it  your  idea  that  these  employees  who  would 
be  sent  there  would  on  a  more  or  less  permanent  basis  or  would  various 
technicians  be  sent  out  from  Washington  for  a  month,  or  2  months,  or 
6  months  ? 


MISCELLANEOUS  HEARINGS  39 

Mr.  Ltjmsden.  Longer  assignments  than  that,  perhaps  2  or  I  years, 
again  based  on  our  experience  on  other  offshore  islands. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  Every  time  we  bring  up  this  bill,  the  question  is 
asked — Why  can’t  this  be  handled  by  a  couple  of  assistant  comity 
agents  from  Hawaii  ? 

Can  you  give  me  a  good  reason  why  this  cannot  be  done  in  this  way  ? 

Mr.  Lumsden.  I  touched  on  that  a  little  bit  earlier. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  Yes,  you  did. 

Mr.  Lumsden.  I  think  it  is  this  matter  of  the  whole  situation  being 
so  different  and  the  distance  being  so  great  between  Hawaii  and  Guam. 
I  don’t  say  it  cannot  be  done,  but  it  is  contrary  to  the  way  things 
have  always  been  done  in  the  past. 

For  instance,  we  have  a  little  situation  between  Puerto  Rico  and 
the  Virgin  Islands.  It  is  not  always  possible  to  get  just  perfect  co¬ 
ordination  of  the  activities  because  there  are  inherent  differences  be¬ 
tween  the  two  groups  of  people  in  their  thinking,  and  as  a  consequence 
of  our  activities  between  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  that  is 
the  reason  we  make  the  recommendation  we  feel  it  would  be  much 
better  to  have  two  entities  so  far  as  Hawaii  and  Guam  are  concerned. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Jones.  Other  questions  ? 

If  not,  I  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Lumsden. 

The  committee  will  now  proceed  to  the  next  bill. 
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FACILITATE  WORK  OF  THE  DEPARTJ1ENT  OF 

AGRICULTURE 


TUESDAY,  AUGUST  14,  1962 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Departmental  Oversight 

of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

T V  ashing  ton,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  11  a.m.  in  room  1310 
New  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Paul  C.  Jones  (chairman  of  the 
subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Jones,  Abernethy,  Johnson  of  Wisconsin, 
Stubblefield,  Inouye,  Hague,  Harvey,  and  Dole. 

Also  present :  Christine  Gallagher,  clerk. 

Mr.  Jones.  The  next  bill  for  consideration  is  H.R.  12811,  a  bill  to 
facilitate  the  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

(H.R.  12811  and  the  departmental  report  follow:) 

[H.R.  12811,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  facilitate  the  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Cmgress  assembled,  That,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  exist¬ 
ing  law  and  without  regard  to  section  355,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40 
U.S.C.  255),  but  within  the  limitations  of  cost  otherwise  applicable,  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  may  be  expended  for  the  erection  of 
buildings  and  other  structures  on  land  owned  by  States,  counties,  municipalities, 
or  other  political  subdivisions,  corporations,  or  individuals :  Provided,  That  prior 
to  such  erection  there  is  obtained  the  right  to  use  the  land  for  the  estimated  life 
of  or  need  for  the  structure,  including  the  right  to  remove  any  such  structure 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  termination  of  the  right  to  use  the  land : 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  and  funds  available  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  shall  be  available  for  expenses  in  connection  with  acquiring  the  right 
to  use  land  for  such  purposes  under  long-term  lease  or  other  agreement. 

Sec.  2.  Reimbursement  authorized  by  the  Acts  of  July  24,  1919  (7  U.S.C.  394), 
August  28,  1950  (5  U.S.C.  576),  August  14,  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1622(h)),  and  the 
Act  of  June  30,  1932  (31  U.S.C.  686),  for  inspection,  identification,  and  certifi¬ 
cation  of  meat  and  meat-food  products  shall  remain  available  without  fiscal- 
year  limitation  for  carrying  out  any  authorized  inspection,  identification,  and 
certification  of  meat  and  meat-food  products. 

Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  make  grants,  for  periods 
not  to  exceed  five  years’  duration,  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations, 
colleges,  universities,  and  other  research  institutions  and  organizations  and 
to  Federal  and  private  organizations  and  individuals  for  research  to  further 
the  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  obtain  insurance  on 
official  motor  vehicles  operated  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  foreign 
countries,  and  pay  the  expenses  incident  thereto. 

Sec.  5.  Section  602  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  908)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 


43 


44 


MISCELLANEOUS  HEARINGS 


“(e)  Any  officer  or  employee  appointed  and  assigned  to  a  post  abroad  pursuant 
to  this  title  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  be  assigned 
for  duty  in  the  continental  United  States,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service 
laws  and  without  reduction  in  grade,  for  a  period  of  not  more  than  three  years : 
Provided,  That  the  total  number  of  such  employees  assigned  for  duty  in  the 
continental  United  States  under  this  provision  shall  not  exceed  fifteen  at  any 
one  time.” 

Sec.  6.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1956  (ch.  878,  70  Stat.  934,  7  U.S.C. 
1884),  is  hereby  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  the  word  “insurance”  and  substituting  the  word  “benefits”, 

(2)  by  inserting  after  “Federal  Employee’s  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of 
1954”  the  words  “and  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959,” 
and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  “employees’  life  insurance  fund”  the  words  “or 
the  employees’  health  benefits  fund,  as  the  case  may  be,”. 

Sec.  7.  Section  11(a)  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  1034)  is  hereby 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  word  “acquisition”  the  words  “by  purchase  at 
other  than  a  nominal  amount”. 

Sec.  8.  Section  1  of  the  Act  of  July  12, 1943  (5  U.S.C.  542-1)  is  hereby  amended 
by  striking  out  the  word  “reimbursed”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words 
“credited  with  advances  or  reimbursements”. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  8, 1962. 

The  Speaker, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Enclosed  for  the  consideration  of  the  Congress  is  a  pro¬ 
posed  bill 1  to  facilitate  the  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

This  Department  recommends  enactment  of  the  proposed  bill. 

The  draft  bill  would  provide  authority  which  we  believe  is  needed  to  more 
efficiently  and  effectively  administer  the  Department’s  programs.  The  several 
sections  of  the  proposed  legislation  are  independent,  and  each  would  provide 
specific  authority  which  would  facilitate  the  administration  of  the  work  of  the 
Department.  The  draft  bill  would — 

(1)  Authorize  the  Department  to  erect  research  facilities  or  other  struc¬ 
tures  on  land,  the  use  of  which  is  secured  for  the  estimated  life  of,  or  need 
for,  the  structures ;  and  authorize  the  use  of  funds  available  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  for  expenses  in  connection  with  acquiring  the  right  to  use  land  for 
such  purposes. 

(2)  Permit  the  Department  to  use  receipts  for  reimbursable  meat  in¬ 
spection  without  fiscal  year  limitation. 

(3)  Authorize  grants  for  research  to  State  agricultural  experiment  sta¬ 
tions  and  others  to  implement  the  programs  of  this  Department. 

(4)  Authorize  this  Department  to  purchase  insurance  coverage  on  its 
vehicles  in  foreign  countries. 

(5)  Authorize  assignment  of  agricultural  attaches  and  related  personnel 
for  duty  in  the  continental  United  States,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service 
laws  and  without  change  in  grade,  for  not  more  than  3  years. 

(6)  Permit  employees  of  this  Department,  while  temporarily  involved  in 
a  transfer  to  a  State  activity  under  the  act  of  August  2,  1956  (  70  Stat.  934), 
to  preserve  their  health  benefits  in  the  same  manner  as  benefits  under  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  and  the  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  are  re¬ 
tained. 

(7)  Authorize  the  Department  to  acquire  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or 
purchase  at  a  nominal  cost. 

(8)  Amend  the  present  legislation  providing  for  the  working  capital  fund 
of  the  Department  so  as  to  specifically  provide  for  advances  to  the  fund  by 
agencies  of  the  Department  for  whom  central  services  are  furnished  through 
use  of  the  fund. 

Attached  to  the  draft  bill  are  statements  explaining  the  purpose  of  each  of  the 
sections  of  the  proposed  legislation. 


1  The  draft  bill  referred  to  above  is  identical  to  the  bill  as  introduced,  H.R.  12822. 
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A  similar  letter  is  being  sent  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presentation 
of  this  proposed  legislation  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration's  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary. 

Summary  and  Justification  of  Provisions  of  Draft  Bill 

Section  1.  Authorize  the  Department  to  erect  research  facilities  or  other  struc¬ 
tures  on  land,  the  use  of  which  is  secured  for  the  estimated  life  of,  or  need  for, 
the  structures ;  and  authorize  the  use  of  funds  available  to  the  Department  for 
expenses  in  connection  with  acquiring  the  right  to  use  land  for  such  purposes. 

States,  land-grant  colleges,  and  universities,  counties,  cities,  corporations,  and 
private  individuals  are  often  willing  to  allow  the  Department  to  erect,  maintain, 
and  operate  research  facilities  and  other  structures  on  land  owned  by  them  for 
such  period  as  the  land  may  be  needed.  In  many  cases  they  are,  however,  un¬ 
willing  or  unable  for  legal  or  other  reasons  to  sell  or  donate  the  land  to  the 
Federal  Government.  In  other  cases  the  Congress  has  authorized  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  research  facilities  on  land  to  be  donated,  and  considerable  delay  has 
been  experienced  in  completing  the  necessary  legal  arrangements  for  transfer 
of  title  to  the  Federal  Government,  impairing  the  orderly  progress  of  urgent 
research  activities.  Under  existing  legal  restrictions  the  Department  is  pro¬ 
hibited  from  erecting  permanent  facilities  on  land  not  owned  by  the  United 
States,  except  where  specifically  authorized. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  provide  authority  to  the  Department  of  Agri- 
sulture  to  erect  structures  on  land,  the  use  of  which  is  secured  for  the  estimated 
life  of,  or  need  for,  the  structures.  It  is  expected  that  such  leases  would  usually 
be  obtained  at  a  nominal  cost  to  the  United  States.  A  structure  erected  under 
this  authority  would  be  subject  to  any  cost  limitation  fixed  by  the  Congress  in 
appropriation  or  other  acts.  Leases  would  be  required  to  provide  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  right  to  remove  the  structure  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  termi¬ 
nation  of  the  lease. 

This  authority  would  be  similar  to  the  authority  provided  to  the  Forest  Service 
by  Public  Law  478,  81st  Congress,  approved  April  24,  1950  (16  U.S.C.  571c  j.  In 
view  of  the  successful  experience  of  the  Forest  Service  in  operating  under  this 
authorization,  it  is  proposed  to  extend  similar  authority  to  other  agencies  of  the 
Department. 

This  authority  would  probably  be  used  largely  for  the  construction  of  research 
facilities.  It  could  also  be  used  to  provide  facilities  for  quarantine,  grading, 
insect  control,  inspection,  and  other  work  from  time  to  time. 

In  addition,  the  last  proviso  would  authorize  the  use  of  appropriations  and 
other  funds  available  to  the  Department  for  expenses  in  connection  with  acquir¬ 
ing  the  right  to  use  land  for  such  purposes.  Under  present  requirements  the 
Department  cannot  enter  into  satisfactory  long-term  leases  or  other  arrange¬ 
ments  for  acquiring  right  to  use  land  for  programs  financed  by  annual  appro¬ 
priations,  since  it  has  been  held  that  annual  appropriations  may  only  be  charged 
with  the  proportionate  share  of  the  cost  applicable  to  the  year  the  appropriation 
is  available. 

Section  2.  Permit  the  Department  to  use  receipts  for  reimbursable  meat  inspec¬ 
tion  without  fiscal  year  limitation. 

Legislation  is  urgently  needed  to  help  meet  difficult  problems  in  financing  meat 
inspection  activities.  This  authority  would  permit  the  Department  to  use 
amounts  received  for  authorized  reimbursable  meat  inspection,  certification,  and 
specification  work  to  reduce  large  fluctuations  in  fund  availability,  and  therefore 
fluctuations  in  ability  to  render  adequate  service,  that  occur  in  this  program. 
Approximately  one-fourtli  of  the  total  funds  available  for  meat  inspection  are 
derived  from  reimbursements,  which  cannot  be  forecast  accurately  either  as  to 
amount  or  timing. 

A  more  flexible  arrangement  is  needed  for  the  use  of  funds  derived  from 
such  reimbursements. 

The  heaviest  slaughtering  season  is  during  the  months  of  October  through 
January.  Accordingly,  this  would  be  the  time  of  the  year  at  which  employment 
on  meat  inspection  should  be  at  its  highest.  However,  the  total  funds  to  become 
available  for  the  year’s  operations  are  not  known  at  this  point,  because  of  the 
inability  to  predict  accurately  the  amount  to  be  collected  for  reimbursements 
during  the  balance  of  the  year.  Therefore,  often  it  is  not  possible  to  staff  opera¬ 
tions  at  the  most  effective  level  during  this  season.  This  authority  would  make 
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possible  the  establishment  of  a  small  reserve,  which  would  facilitate  planning 
recruitment  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  program  during  the  heavy  slaughtering 
season  without  the  risk  of  incurring  a  deficiency  should  reimbursements  not 
materialize  during  the  balance  of  the  year  in  the  amounts  estimated.  Authority 
similar  to  this  is  provided  for  financing  of  inspection  activities  under  the  Poultry 
Products  Inspection  Act. 

Certain  reimbursable  programs  such  as  performance  of  contract  specification 
examinations  for  the  school  lunch  program  and  the  current  depressed  areas  pro¬ 
gram  are  of  such  a  nature  that  the  commencement  as  well  as  the  termination 
dates  cannot  be  established  accurately  in  advance.  Nor  can  the  eventual  size  of 
these  programs  be  determined,  even  after  they  are  underway.  Yet  the  Depart¬ 
ment  must  be  in  a  position  to  furnish  contract  specification  examination  serv¬ 
ices  for  such  programs  the  moment  they  are  announced.  To  insure  against 
overobligation  of  funds  in  these  circumstances,  it  is  often  necessary  to  resort 
to  employment  of  personnel  on  a  temporary  basis  during  the  period  when  such 
programs  are  underway.  Since  the  inspection  of  meat  for  conformity  to  contract 
specifications  is  a  complex  operation  requiring  a  high  degree  of  knowledge,  skill, 
and  familiarity  with  procedures,  employment  of  such  temporary  personnel  is 
not  a  desirable  solution.  A  much  more  satisfactory  operation  is  possible  with 
a  stable  force,  trained  and  ready  to  perform  inspection  service,  both  direct  and 
reimbursable,  when  and  as  needed.  The  proposed  legislation  wrould  help  con¬ 
siderably  in  achieving  the  desired  stability. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  also  enable  the  Department  to  provide  some 
small  reserve  for  those  situations  where  there  is  a  sudden  cessation  or  reduc¬ 
tion  in  reimbursements  near  the  end  of  a  fiscal  year,  such  as  would  occur  if 
there  were  to  be  a  prolonged  strike  in  the  packing  industry.  Under  present 
arrangements,  this  situation  could  require  an  extensive  reduction  in  force  ac¬ 
tion  to  stay  within  available  funds.  If  the  strike  of  other  emergency  occurred 
near  the  end  of  the  year  the  results  could  be  catastrophic,  since  the  cost  of 
terminal  leave  payments  might  offset  any  savings  from  reduction  in  force 
actions. 

Section  3.  Authorize  grants  for  research  to  State  agricultural  experiment 
stations  and  others  to  implement  the  programs  of  this  Department. 

The  Department  has  had  authority  for  a  number  of  years  to  make  contracts 
and  agreements  authorized  under  the  Research  and  Marketing  Act  of  1946 
(Public  Law  733.  79th  Cong.)  for  commercialization,  market  acceptance,  and 
economic  feasibility  of  industrial  utilization  of  agricultural  products  and  proc¬ 
esses  and  for  other  research  activities  of  the  Department.  Public  Law  85-934 
provides  authority  to  make  grants  only  for  basic  research.  It  would  be  ex¬ 
tremely  helpful  if  broader  authority  were  available  so  that  the  Department 
could  make  grants,  for  applied  as  well  as  basic  research,  for  limited  periods,  to 
State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  colleges,  universities,  and  other  re¬ 
search  institutions  and  organizations  and  to  Federal  and  private  organizations 
and  individuals  to  further  research  programs  of  the  Department. 

It  is  difficult  to  make  a  fine  distinction  where  basic  research  ends  and  applied 
research  begins.  This  could  lead  to  legal  interpretations  and  result  in  compli¬ 
cations  in  making  grants.  Also,  following  basic  research  grants  to  certain  insti¬ 
tutions  or  individuals,  research  leads  may  develop  which  would  require  follow- 
through  for  certain  phases  of  applied  research  consequent  to  the  basic  research 
results.  If  the  authority  is  restricted  to  basic  research,  it  would  not  be  possible 
to  follow  up  such  leads. 

The  science  departments  of  the  land-grant  and  other  colleges  and  universities 
have  experienced  research  people — professors  and  research  assistants — that  are 
capable  of  making  substantial  contributions  to  our  research  programs.  Many 
are  outstanding  experts  in  their  respective  fields  and  could  bring  to  bear  upon 
the  various  phases  of  the  Department’s  research  activities  unique  experience  and 
techniques.  The  Department’s  program  would  benefit  materially  by  having  op¬ 
portunity  to  avail  itself  through  grants  of  this  pool  of  talent. 

Section  4.  Authorize  this  Department  to  purchase  insurance  coverage  on  its 
vehicles  in  foreign  countries. 

Such  authority  already  exists  regarding  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 
The  Department  has  more  than  100  additional  vehicles  abroad,  however,  most 
of  which  are  trucks  operating  in  Mexico  in  connection  with  research  or  control 
measures  relating  to  plant  pests.  Other  countries  in  which  cars  or  trucks  of  this 
Department,  are  located  are  Brazil,  Cuba,  England,  France,  Italy,  Iran,  Kenya, 
Morocco,  and  the  Netherlands. 
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In  many  foreign  countries  situations  exist  which  necessitate  carrying  insur¬ 
ance  on  federally  owned  vehicles.  In  some  cases  these  result  from  requirements 
of  law  of  a  country ;  in  others,  from  legal  procedures  which  result  in  extreme 
difficulty  to  drivers  and  passengers  even  when  apparently  free  of  actual  responsi¬ 
bility  in  the  circumstances  of  an  accident.  Since  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Tort  Claims  Act  are  not  applicable  to  claims  arising  in  foreign  countries  (28 
U.S.C.  2680 (k) ),  employees  would  be  forced  to  bear  the  full  impact  of  judgment 
in  accident  cases  arising  out  of  the  performance  of  official  duties. 

Some  employees  carry  insurance  related  to  operation  of  Government-owned 
vehicles  and  bear  the  cost  out  of  their  own  pockets.  For  example,  an  employee 
in  Morocco  is  bearing  the  insurance  cost  on  two  federally  owned  trucks  since 
they  are  essential  to  our  work  and  cannot  be  operated  without  it. 

Section  5  (amendment  of  sec.  602  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat. 
908) ).  Authorize  assignment  of  agricultural  attaches  and  related  personnel  for 
duty  in  the  continental  United  States,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service  laws 
and  without  change  in  grade,  for  not  more  than  3  years,  not  exceeding  15  em¬ 
ployees  at  any  one  time. 

Under  the  present  rotation  system,  it  is  the  policy  to  assign  employees  to  one 
or  more  tours  of  duty  in  the  United  States  following  periods  of  continuous  service 
of  over  4  years  overseas.  Under  this  program  the  service  is  strengthened  both 
in  Washington  and  in  the  field.  Persons  with  field  experience  will  be  more 
valuable  in  positions  in  the  United  States,  and  persons  in  attache  positions  will 
be  better  informed  and  more  effective  because  of  experience  gained  in  dealing,  on 
a  day-to-day  basis,  with  U.S.  problems  in  the  Department. 

Problems  arise  in  matching  the  grades  of  attaches  with  the  grades  of  existing 
vacancies  in  the  departmental  service.  Authorization  for  detail  would  enable 
the  Department  to  make  the  best  use  of  its  personnel  and  would  avoid  delay  or 
other  difficulty  in  utilizing  to  the  fullest  the  experience  of  agricultural  attaches. 
Such  authority  is  essential  in  operating  a  system  of  rotation  of  employees  be¬ 
tween  agricultural  attache  and  similar  positions  at  oversea  posts  and  positions 
in  the  continental  United  States.  Similar  authority  is  available  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  under  section  961  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act. 

Section  6.  Permit  employees  of  this  Department,  while  temporarily  involved  in 
a  transfer  to  a  State  activity  under  the  act  of  August  2,  1956  (  70  Stat.  934),  to 
preserve  their  health  benefits  in  the  same  manner  as  benefits  under  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  and  the  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  are  retained. 

The  Department  is  now  authorized,  under  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  918, 
84th  Congress,  approved  August  2,  1956  (70  Stat.  934),  to  interchange  employees 
with  States  for  a  period  of  not  to  exceed  2  years.  This  law  was  enacted  so  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  several  States  might  better  cooperate  in  problems 
arising  as  a  result  of  the  interrelationships  of  their  work  in  the  field  of  agri¬ 
culture. 

Department  employees  who  transfer  to  a  State  position  under  this  legislation 
are  considered  to  be  in  a  status  of  leave-of-absence  from  their  positions  in  the 
Department  and  are  carried  on  leave  without  pay.  During  such  status  of  leave- 
of-absence,  the  law  permits  the  employee  to  retain  coverage  under  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  and  the  Federal  Employees  Group  Life  Insurance  Act 
of  1954,  so  long  as  he  continues  to  make  payments  into  the  retirement  fund  and 
the  life  insurance  fund  in  the  proper  amounts. 

Due  to  the  wording  of  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959, 
employees  who  are  on  leave  without  pay  may  not  receive  health  benefits  coverage 
beyond  1  year.  Thus  it  is  possible  that  Department  employees  who  are  in¬ 
volved  in  a  transfer  to  a  State  activity  under  Public  Law  918  may  be  without 
coverage  under  the  Health  Benefits  Act  for  as  much  as  a  year  under  a  2-year 
interchange.  The  proposed  legislation  would  permit  the  employees  to  preserve 
their  health  benefits  coverage  in  the  same  manner  as  benefits  under  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  and  the  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  are  retained. 

Approval  of  the  proposal  by  the  Congress  would  facilitate  the  Department’s 
efforts  in  providing  for  cooperation  between  the  Department  and  the  States  in 
research  and  regulatory  activities.  Employees  will  accept  assignments  more 
readily  in  State  activities  if  their  health  benefits  coverage  is  not  jeopardized. 

Section  7.  Authorize  the  Department  to  acquire  land  by  donation,  exchange, 
or  purchase  at  a  nominal  cost. 

Under  the  act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  1034),  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
is  authorized  to  acquire  land  or  interest  therein  by  purchase,  exchange,  or  other¬ 
wise  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  its  authorized  work,  provided  that  provi¬ 
sion  for  acquisition  of  such  land  is  made  in  applicable  appropriation  or  other 
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law.  The  above  change  in  language  would  permit  the  Department  to  acquire 
land  by  donation  or  exchange  or  by  purchase  at  a  nominal  cost.  In  most  cases 
this  would  involve  purchases  at  not  to  exceed  $100. 

This  additional  authority  would  he  helpful,  since  present  construction  under 
the  prescribed  limitations  is  chiefly  of  prefabricated  metal,  except  for  founda¬ 
tions  which  are  usually  concrete  slabs.  In  many  cases,  more  permanent  type 
building  of  masonry  construction  or  with  varying  foundations  is  more  desirable, 
but  such  features  would  place  the  building  in  the  category  of  permanent  build¬ 
ings,  which  would  require  Federal  ownership  of  land  for  their  construction.  This 
is  the  case,  also,  with  headhouses  for  greenhouses,  for  which  features  of  a  more 
permanent  nature  are  needed  so  that  personnel  may  have  satisfactory  space  for 
required  recording  or  evaluating  scientific  data  obtained  from  greenhouse  studies. 
On  occasion  some  cooperators  or  other  public-spirited  groups  have  offered  to 
donate  land  or  to  exchange  land  for  use  as  building  sites.  Some  cooperators  can 
convey  land  only  at  a  nominal  cost.  This  language  would  authorize  acceptance 
of  these  offers  and  thus  permit  construction  of  the  more  desirable  type  structure. 

Section  8.  Amend  the  present  legislation  providing  for  the  working  capital  fund 
of  the  Department  so  as  to  specifically  provide  for  advances  to  the  fund  by  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  Department  for  whom  central  services  are  furnished  through  use  of 
the  fund. 

The  Agricultural  Appropriation  Act  for  1944  appropriated  a  working  capital 
fund  of  $400,000,  without  fiscal  year  limitation,  for  the  payment  of  salaries  and 
other  expenses  necessary  to  the  maintenance  and  operation  of  various  central 
administrative  services  for  the  agencies  of  the  Department.  This  fund  has  made 
unnecessary  the  maintenance  of  separate  like  services  in  the  agencies  and  has 
contributed  to  more  economical  and  efficient  management  of  the  Department. 

The  present  law  provides  that  the  working  capital  fund  shall  be  reimbursed 
from  appropriations  made  to  the  agencies  of  the  Department.  The  fund  is  used 
for  the  purchase  of  materials,  supplies,  and  equipment,  and  the  payment  of  sala¬ 
ries,  wages,  and  other  necessary  operating  expenses  in  carrying  out  the  central 
services,  pending  receipt  of  reimbursement. 

Since  1944  additional  services  have  been  provided  through  the  use  of  the  fund. 
Also,  there  have  been  substantial  increases  in  salaries  and  wmges  and  in  prices 
for  materials  and  equipment.  Therefore,  it  has  become  difficult  to  finance  these 
services  from  the  $400,000  appropriated  capital  pending  reimbursement. 

Moreover,  additional  central  services  may  be  initiated  in  the  future.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  a  recent  study  indicates  that  it  may  be  possible  to  provide  a  central  auto¬ 
matic  data  processing  facility  for  the  agencies  of  the  Department.  Such  a  sys¬ 
tem  could  result  in  substantial  savings  in  administrative  costs  and  make  the 
operations  of  the  Department  more  efficient.  However,  it  would  be  impossible 
to  finance  these  additional  operations  under  such  a  system  with  the  present  ap¬ 
propriated  capital  of  $400,000. 

Authority  for  the  agencies  to  pay  for  such  services  in  advance  would  enable 
the  Department  to  provide  the  automatic  data  processing  facility,  and  other 
services  which  may  be  initiated  in  the  future,  without  an  increase  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  working  capital  fund. 

Mr.  Jones.  We  have  a  number  of  representatives  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  Mr.  Charles  L.  Grant,  Director  of  Finance  and 
Budget  Officer  of  the  USDA,  will  make  the  opening  statement,  and 
then  we  will  have  other  members  take  up  various  sections  of  the  bill. 
Mr.  Grant,  you  may  proceed. 

STATEMENT  OF  CHARLES  L.  GRANT,  DIRECTOR  OF  FINANCE  AND 
BUDGET  OFFICER,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE;  ACCOM¬ 
PANIED  BY  FRANK  H.  SPENCER,  DEPUTY  ADMINISTRATOR, 
AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE;  W.  A.  MINOR,  ASSISTANT 
ADMINISTRATOR,  FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE;  AND 
ROBERT  L.  HILL,  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  DIRECTOR  OF  PERSONNEL 

Mr.  Grant.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  committee 
and  recommend  passage  of  H.R.  12811.  This  bill  was  drafted  in 
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the  Department  and  introduced  at  the  request  of  the  Department, 
and  includes  eight  provisions  which  are  designed  to  improve  opera¬ 
tions  within  the  Department.  These  have  been  brought  together 
in  one  bill  in  order  to  facilitate  congressional  consideration  of  the 
proposals. 

Secretary  Freeman,  in  his  letter  of  June  8  transmitting  the  proposed 
legislation,  included  an  explanatory  statement  relating  to  each  of  the 
eight  sections. 

With  me  this  morning  are  Mr.  F rank  H.  Spencer,  Deputy  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service;  Mr.  W.  A.  Minor, 
Assistant  Administrator  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  and  Mr. 
Robert  L.  Hill,  Assistant  to  the  Director  of  Personnel  of  the 
Department. 

Each  of  us  will  present  and  discuss  the  various  sections.  Mr.  Spencer 
will  be  discussing  and  explaining  sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and  7;  Mr.  Minor, 
section  5;  Mr.  Hill,  section  6;  and  I  will  discuss  section  8.  If  it  meets 
with  your  approval,  we  will  take  each  one  of  the  sections  in  the  order 
in  which  they  appear. 

The  first  four  sections  relate  to  the  work  of  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service  primarily,  and  Mr.  Spencer  will  discuss  those. 

Mr.  J  ones.  We  shall  be  glad  to  hear  from  you,  Mr.  Spencer. 

Mr.  Spencer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  have  no  prepared  statement,  because  anything  I  would  say  in  a 
prepared  statement  would  be  largely  repetitive  of  the  material  in  the 
Secretary’s  letter. 

I  should  like  to  comment  briefly  on  the  sections  which  are  of  pri¬ 
mary  interest  to  the  Agricultural  Research  Service,  and  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  each  section  I  shall  be  glad  to  try  to  respond  to  any  ques¬ 
tions  the  committee  may  have. 

The  purpose  of  the  first  section  is  to  authorize  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  erect  research  or  other  structures  on  land,  the  use  of 
which  is  secured  for  the  estimated  life  of,  or  need  for,  the  structures. 

Many  of  our  research  buildings  are  located  on  the  campuses  of 
agricultural  colleges  and  experiment  stations.  These  institutions  co¬ 
operate  fully  in  the  work  of  the  Department,  but  in  the  matter  of  pro¬ 
viding  sites  for  buildings,  in  many  cases  they  lack  the  authority  either 
to  sell  or  to  donate  land.  Our  experience  with  them  has  indicated 
that  they  are  quite  willing  to  have  us  used  their  land,  and  we  feel 
sure  they  would  be  willing  to  have  buildings  constructed  on  the  basis 
of  a  lease  or  other  instrument  which  would  protect  their  title  to  the 
land,  and  yet  assure  our  tenure  of  it  for  the  period  of  the  useful  life 
of  the  buildings. 

The  Department’s  authority  to  construct  buildings  on  land  which 
it  does  not  own  is  now  limited  to  temporary  buildings.  This  presents 
a  peculiar  problem  in  connection  with  the  average  college  campus,  be¬ 
cause  a  temporary  building  is  necessarily  of  the  type  of  construction 
which  does  not  fit  in  with  their  scheme  of  things.  Also,  a  butler-type 
building  does  not  give  us  the  type  of  facility  that  we  can  get  through 
masonry  construction.  For  this  reason,  this  proposal  has  been  made 
that  we  be  permitted  to  construct  permanent  buildings  on  land  which 
is  not  owned  by  the  Government  but  which  is  protected  through  lease 
or  other  instruments. 

I  might  cite  just  one  example  of  the  type  of  thing  we  are  thinking 
about.  We  were  authorized  a  couple  of  years  ago  to  construct  a 
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laboratory  in  Idaho.  The  Idaho  Agricultural  Experiment  Station 
had  a  site  in  the  vicinity  of  Twin  Falls  which  would  have  been  ideal 
for  our  purposes.  Unfortunately,  the  university  did  not  have  au¬ 
thority  to  donate  this  site,  and  it  was  not  feasible  for  the  university 
to  approach  the  legislature  to  secure  this  authority.  Therefore,  we 
had  to  make  arrangements  to  secure  another  site  by  donation  from 
another  party.  Fortunately,  it  turned  out  that  this  site  was  equally 
suited  for  our  purposes,  but  there  was  a  very  substantial  loss  of 
time  in  getting  the  job  underway. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  If  they  provide  you  with  a  site  and 
the  building  is  still  in  operation,  it  becomes  the  property  of  the  uni¬ 
versity,  does  it  not? 

Mr.  Spencer.  I  would  have  to  say,  for  practical  purposes,  that 
would  be  so.  There  would  be  an  instrument  which  would  permit  us 
to  remove  the  buildings  from  the  site.  What  you  got  off  the  site  would 
not  be  worth  too  much. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  It  would  not  be  worth  moving,  anyway. 

Mr.  Spencer.  We  would  not  enter  into  an  arrangement  which  did 
not  give  us  a  sufficiently  long-term  lease  assuring  occupancy  to  repre¬ 
sent  what  we  considered  to  be  the  useful  life  of  the  building. 

Mr.  Jones.  Go  right  ahead,  sir. 

Mr.  Spencer.  The  purpose  of  section  2  of  the  bill  is  to  permit  the 
Department  to  use  receipts  from  reimbursable  meat  inspection  without 
fiscal  year  limitation. 

There  are  a  number  of  statutes  under  which  the  Department  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  collect  reimbursements  for  meat  inspection  services.  This, 
of  course,  is  in  addition  to  the  basic  program  of  meat  inspect  ion  which 
is  financed  through  appropriations.  About  25  percent  of  our  cost  of 
the  meat  inspection  program  is  met  through  these  reimbursable  fees 
which  are  collected  principally  from  packing  establishments  for  serv¬ 
ices  rendered  over  and  above  the  amounts  financed  under  the  regular 
program. 

As  far  as  the  total  money  is  concerned,  this  works  out  all  right,  be¬ 
cause  we  do  collect  for  services  rendered,  but  from  the  standpoint  of 
timing,  the  situation  is  not  satisfactory.  This  is  because  the  reimburs¬ 
able  workload  cannot  be  accurately  forecast,  either  as  to  the  total 
amount  involved  or  the  timing. 

As  you  know,  the  Department  is  required  to  render  an  inspection 
service  to  any  packing  establishment  which  can  meet  the  requirements 
set  forth  in  the  Department’s  regulations  under  the  Meat  Inspection 
Act.  So,  when  we  are  called  upon  to  furnish  services  to  a  packing 
establishment,  we  are  not  in  a  position  to  say  we  cannot  afford  to  do  it. 
We  have  to  go  ahead  and  do  the  best  we  can  with  the  resources  we  have. 
So,  when  we  are  on  notice,  either  from  experience  or  from  specific  state¬ 
ments  of  packing  establishments  that  they  expect  to  have  a  workload 
which  will  require  extra  service  during  a  certain  period,  we  must  be 
ready  to  supply  that  service.  The  recruiting  and  training  of  meat 
inspectors  takes  a  little  time. 

If  the  workload  develops  as  has  been  forecast,  we  are  all  right ; 
but  if  a  situation  arises,  as  it  sometimes  does  arise  in  the  packing  in¬ 
dustry,  where  the  estimated  load  does  not  materialize,  then  we  are  in 
the  situation  of  having  prepared  to  get  people  on  the  job  and  then  hav¬ 
ing  no  specific  occasion  for  them. 
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These  unpredictable  elements  come  about,  of  course,  through  fluctu¬ 
ations  in  the  actual  volume  of  packing  plant  operations,  or,  as  was 
the  case  some  years  ago,  when  strikes  in  the  packing  industry  devel¬ 
oped  a  situation  which  did  not  require  the  people  who  were  already 
on  the  job. 

In  our  contract  specifications  work,  which  is  done  in  connection  with 
the  school  lunch  program  and  many  of  the  programs  of  the  military, 
we  are  never  able  to  tell  exactly  until  the  moment  comes  just  what  we 
will  be  called  upon  to  do.  So,  the  definite  planning  and  recruiting 
of  staff  is  rendered  very  difficult. 

This  no-year  provision  in  the  reimbursable  funds  would  provide 
a  small  reserve  which  would  make  it  possible  to  do  a  much  better  job 
of  planned  recruitment,  and  also  would  cushion  against  the  danger 
of  deficits  in  case  the  anticipated  workloads  failed  to  develop. 

We  feel  that  this  would  give  us  a  more  effective  conduct  of  the 
program  under  both  regular  funds  and  reimbursements.  There  would 
be  no  increase  in  the  total  funds  involved.  We  would  simply  be  able 
to  use  the  total  funds  in  a  more  orderly  way  and  run  over  into  the 
pending  fiscal  year. 

I  might  add  that  this  is  the  arrangement  which  is  followed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  poultry  inspection  law,  in  which  the  reimbursable 
funds  received  for  overtime  and  holiday  poultry  inspection  are  on  a 
no-fiscal-year  basis. 

Mr.  Jones.  Is  that  a  type  of  revolving  fund  that  you  have  there? 

Mr.  Spencer.  It  would  amount  to  that,  yes.  In  other  words,  we 
took  in  last  year,  for  example,  about  $9  million  in  reimbursements,  and 
there  was  about  $200,000  balance  in  the  appropriations  at  the  end  of 
the  fiscal  year.  In  other  words,  we  would  not  be  carrying  over 
anything  like  the  total  amount  of  reimbursements,  because  that  is 
turned  over  repeatedly.  We  simply  would  be  carrying  into  the  next 
fiscal  year  the  amounts  which  were  unexpended  at  the  termination. 

Mr.  Jones.  What  is  the  relationship  between  the  reimbursables  and 
the  total  cost  of  the  program  ?  What  percentage  is  reimbursable  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  The  reimbursables  are  about  25  percent. 

Mr.  Jones.  Does  that  finish  your  discussion  of  section  2  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  .Tones.  Are  there  any  questions  ?  Mr.  Heimburger. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  Your  reimbursements  in  connection  with  the  reg¬ 
ular  packing  industry  occur  from  overtime  and  Sunday  and  holiday 
work  and  from  these  contract  specifications  activities.  Is  that 
correct  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  Yes;  that  is  right. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  At  the  present  time,  if  you  have  any  of  this  reim¬ 
bursable  fund  remaining  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  it  is  covered 
into  the  Treasury  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  But  the  law  provides  that  you  may  use  it  for  the 
operation  of  your  service  during  the  fiscal  year  in  which  it  is  received. 

Mr.  Spencer.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Jones.  Did  I  understand  you  to  say  that  under  the  poultry 
inspection  you  do  have  authority  to  use  that  in  the  next  fiscal  year? 

Mr.  Spencer.  Yes,  sir;  the  Department  has  that  authority.  That 
is  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 
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Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Yon  want  the  same  authority  you  have 
in  the  poultry  legislation  for  the  red  meat  inspection. 

Mr.  Spencer.  Yes,  sir;  and  in  addition  a  minor  part  of  our  reim¬ 
bursements  involves  base  pay  for  contract  specification  and  other 
inspection. 

Mr.  Jones.  Are  there  any  other  questions  with  reference  to  this 
section  ? 

Proceed  to  section  3. 

Mr.  Spencer.  Section  3  would  authorize  grants  for  research  to  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations  and  other  institutions,  to  implement 
the  programs  of  the  Department. 

Perhaps  I  should  make  clear  in  the  beginning  that  this  has  no  bear¬ 
ing  on  grants  under  the  Hatch  Act,  which,  as  you  gentlemen  know,  is 
a  series  of  grants  from  appropriated  funds  to  experiment  stations, 
based  on  the.  matching  principle  and  on  a  mathematical  formula. 

Rather,  this  would  provide  for  grants  which  are  beyond  the  author¬ 
ity  of  Public  Law  85-934,  which  was  passed  in  1958.  Under  the  au¬ 
thority  of  that  act,  the  Department’s  grant  authority  is  limited  to 
grants  to  nonprofit  institutions  and  grants  for  basic  research.  The 
legislation  which  is  now  proposed  would  broaden  this  authority  to 
include  research  institutions  in  general  as  well  as  individuals,  and 
it  would  cover  research  other  than  basic  research. 

The  need  for  this  authority  comes,  we  feel,  primarily  from  the  fact 
that  there  are  many  highly  competent  research  institutions  which  are 
not  nonprofit  institutions.  There  are  many  very  high-grade  research¬ 
ers  who  are  not  associated  with  any  institution.  This  will  make  it 
possible  for  us  to  utilize  the  knowledge  and  skills  of  these  people  as 
well  as  those  who  are  attached  to  nonprofit  institutions. 

Also,  there  is  a  rather  narrow  line  of  demarcation  in  many  cases 
between  basic  research  and  applied  research.  Many  times  in  basic 
research  leads  are  developed  which  can  be  followed  through  effectively 
only  on  the  basis  of  some  applied  research.  This  would  make  possible 
our  handling  situations  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  Jones.  Would  you  give  us  some  specific  thing  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  has  in  mind  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  Some  of  the  things  are  in  connection  with  utilization 
research.  We,  of  course,  conduct  an  effective  program  of  utilization 
research  in  our  own  laboratories,  in  the  four  regional  research  and 
development  laboratories,  but  there  are  many  areas  in  which  facilities 
are  available  elsewhere,  particularly  when  it  comes  to  some  large-scale 
experiments,  something  beyond  the  pilot  plant  stage,  where  the  ability 
to  utilize  the  services  of  institutions  outside  of  Government  and  out¬ 
side  of  the  agriculture  experiment  stations  would  be  extremely  helpful 
to  us. 

Another  situation  is  in  regard  to  some  of  the  projects  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Research  Council.  We  can  advance  funds  to  the  National 
Research  Council  only  for  basic  research.  Again,  some  of  their  work 
is  in  the  area  of  applied  research,  and  we  think  overall  the  results 
would  be  very  beneficial  if  we  could  place  grants  at  their  disposal. 

Mr.  Jones.  Section  3  says : 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  make  grants,  for  periods  not 
to  exceed  5  years’  duration,  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  colleges, 
universities,  and  other  research  institutions  and  organizations — 

et  cetera.  You  have  that  authority  already,  have  you  not  ? 
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Mr.  Spencer.  No,  sir;  we  do  not.  We  have  authority  to  enter  into 
contracts. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  F or  a  5-year  period  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  For  a  5-year  period ;  yes. 

Mr.  Jones.  You  also  make  grants  to  the  State  experiment  stations 
and  colleges,  do  you  not  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  Grants  under  the  terms  of  the  Hatch  Act. 

Mr.  Jones.  Yes. 

Mr.  Spencer.  In  connection  with  those  grants,  there  is  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  around  $35  million  a  year  at  the  present  time  which  is  ap¬ 
portioned  among  the  State  agricultural  stations  on  the  basis  of  farm 
population.  In  other  words,  we  do  not  say,  “Here  is  a  job  that  we 
would  like  you  to  do  and  we  will  make  you  a  grant  for  it.”  Rather, 
the  relationship  of  the  Department  to  that  program  is  that  it  approves 
a  project  submitted  by  the  State  experiment  station  on  the  basis  of  the 
general  type  of  work,  rather  than  specific  details  of  projects.  In  other 
words,  the  Department  does  not  presume  to  attempt  to  write  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  agricultural  research  for  the  State  experiment  stations. 

Mr.  Jones.  Do  you  anticipate  that  this  legislation  would  increase 
the  amount  of  grants  to  these  institutions  that  are  set  out  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  which  are  not  private  or  is  this  something  to  get  to  the  private 
organizations  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  No,  sir;  we  would  attempt  to  place  the  grants  wher¬ 
ever  we  felt  they  had  the  capacity  to  do  the  job  that  we  thought  should 
be  done.  In  some  cases,  that  would  be  additional  grants  to  experiment 
stations.  In  some  cases  it  would  be  to  a  private  research  foundation. 
In  some  cases  it  might  be  to  an  individual  research  man. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Can  you  think  of  an  example  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  dairying?  Would  you  go  to  a  private  dairyman  and  make 
him  a  proposition  ?  Can  you  think  of  an  example  like  that  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  Personally  I  cannot,  sir,  because  my  field  is  not  re¬ 
search.  I  am  Deputy  Administrator  for  Management. 

Air.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  I  would  like  an  example  of  your  going 
to  a  private  individual. 

Mr.  Spencer.  If  you  would  like  to  have  such  a  case  put  in  the  rec¬ 
ord,  I  am  sure  we  could  do  it. 

(The  information  referred  to  above  follows :) 

A  research  grant  might  he  made  for  a  project  to  make  onfarm  comparisons 
of  the  influence  of  levels  of  grain  feeding  of  milking  cows  on  returns  to  dairy 
farmers.  Such  a  study  would  shed  light  on  the  question  of  whether  lower  ex¬ 
penditures  for  grain  feeds  and  thus  increased  use  of  roughage  can  result  in 
greater  returns  above  feed  costs  or  vice  versa  under  various  geographic  and 
economic  situations.  Results  might  also  have  application  in  the  reduction  of 
dairy  surpluses  since  the  amount  of  grain  fed  has  a  direct  bearing  upon  the 
total  volume  of  milk  produced. 

Cows  within  the  selected  herd  or  herds  would  be  split  into  two  primary  groups 
to  receive  two  levels  of  grain  feeding.  The  cows  would  be  ranked  in  order  of 
expected  milk  production  and  alternate  cows  from  this  ranking  would  be  assigned 
to  the  two  groups.  For  the  winter  feeding  programs,  all  cows  would  be  allowed 
all  the  forage  they  would  consume.  It  is  assumed  this  forage  should  meet  the 
needs  for  maintaining  the  animal  and  for  some  milk  production.  For  Holstein 
cows,  this  milk  production  from  the  nutrients  in  forage  should  be  15  to  20  pounds. 
For  milk  produced  above  15  pounds,  concentrate  would  be  fed  at  a  level  in  the 
order  of  0.25  and  0.5  pound  per  pound  of  milk  produced.  Milk  production  records 
and  fat  tests  would  be  made.  Periodic  body  weights  would  be  obtained. 

Feed  consumption  records  on  a  group  basis  would  be  made.  Monetary  returns 
over  feed  cost  would  be  calculated  using  local  prices.  Profit  margins  on  the  two 
feeding  levels  would  be  compared. 
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Complete  lactation  comparisons  should  be  made  and  ideally  the  treatment 
comparisons  should  be  continued  for  a  period  of  years.  In  the  yearly  feeding 
program  pasture  may  be  used.  The  same  two  concentrate  levels  would  be  used. 

The  grant  for  a  4-year  project  would  probably  range  from  $10,000  to  $30,000, 
depending  on  the  number  of  animals  used  in  the  project. 

A  suitable  grantee  would  be  a  progressive  dairyman,  professionally  trained  in 
agriculture,  with  a  degree  in  animal  science. 

Another  area  in  which  grants  could  be  made  to  advantage  is  that  of  research 
on  the  utilization  of  dairy  products.  In  the  recently  developed  continuous  bak¬ 
ing  process,  the  use  of  nonfat  milk  solids  has  dropped  from  4  percent  to  less 
than  1  percent,  thus  eliminating  a  market  for  about  250  million  pounds  of  milk. 
A  grant  to  any  one  of  several  leading  commercial  cereal  technology  laboratories 
to  discover  the  basis  of  the  interference  of  nonfat  milk  solids  in  the  fermentation 
step  and  in  dough  development  will  be  highly  desirable. 

Mr.  Dole.  Have  you  any  idea  how  much  money  we  are  talking  about 
in  section  3  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  Mr.  Grant  can  perhaps  answer  that  question  better 
than  I  can  in  connection  with  this. 

Mr.  Grant.  This  section  would  permit  the  agencies  carrying  on  re¬ 
search  within  the  Department  to  utilize  institutions,  universities,  and 
individuals  for  carrying  out  the  research  conducted  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  The  total  amout  of  research  carried  on  by  the  Department 
in  all  agencies  exceeds  $125  million  a  year,  excluding  payments  to 
State  experiment  stations.  It  is  my  opinion  that  only  a  small  portion 
of  this  total  would  be  granted  under  this  authority.  The  amount, 
Mr.  Congressman,  would  depend  upon  the  situation  from  year  to  year. 

In  connection  with  the  existing  authority  for  research  contracts,  the 
minimum  stated  in  the  annual  appropriation  act  is  $1,500,000  but 
obligations  have  been  running  about  $2,300,000  a  year.  I  would  visual¬ 
ize  at  the  beginning  the  total  of  contracts  and  grants  would  not  be  a 
great  deal  different  from  that  amount. 

Mr.  Dole.  There  is  no  limitation  on  how  much  you  can  grant  under 
this  section,  is  there  ? 

Mr.  Grant.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Jones.  The  appropriation  would  limit  that. 

Mr.  Grant.  The  appropriation  would  limit  it.  This  would  come 
from  the  funds  which  are  appropriated  annually  for  Federal  research 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  It  would  have  to  be  within  the 
amount  appropriated  for  direct  research.  I  would  visualize  it  would 
be  quite  small  in  relation  to  the  total  amount  available. 

Mr.  Dole.  Also,  I  am  wondering  about  some  examples.  You  talk 
about  other  research  institutions  and  organizations  and  private  organ¬ 
izations  and  individuals.  Can  you  name  some  of  these  that  you  might 
have  in  mind  ?  Certainly  somebody  had  something  in  mind  when  they 
drafted  this  section. 

Mr.  Spencer.  Some  of  those  with  whom  we  have  had  research  con¬ 
tracts  are  the  Armour  Research  Foundation,  the  Arthur  Little  people, 
and  the  Textile  Institute  in  Princeton,  N.J.  There  are  research  foun¬ 
dations  connected  with  many  of  the  colleges.  Ohio  State  has  one,  for 
example.  Purdue,  I  think,  has  a  research  foundation. 

Mr.  Dole.  What  about  private  organizations  and  individuals  other 
than  the  three  you  named  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  I  would  have  to  supply  that  for  the  record.  We  can 
run  back  over  our  records  and  supply  that  to  you.  It  would  be  a  sub¬ 
stantial  list.  It  would  be  the  type  with  whom  we  had  research  con¬ 
tracts  at  the  present  time. 
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( Tlie  information  requested  is  as  follows :) 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  now  has  research  contracts  with  the 
following  private  organizations : 

Name  and  address : 

Armour  Research  Foundation  of  Illinois  Institute  of  Technology,  10  West 
35th  Street,  Chicago,  Ill. 

Auburn  Research  Foundation  of  Auburn  University,  Auburn,  Ala. 

Battelle  Memorial  Institute,  Columbus,  Ohio. 

Children’s  Hospital  of  the  East  Bay,  51st  and  Grove  Street,  Oakland,  Calif. 

Colorado  State  University  Research  Foundation,  Fort  Collins,  Colo. 

Fabric  Research  Laboratories,  Inc.,  1000  Providence  Highway,  Dedham, 
Mass. 

The  George  Washington  Carver  Foundation  (Tuskegee  Institute),  Tuskegee 
Institute,  Alabama. 

Harris  Research  Laboratories,  Inc.,  0220  Kansas  Avenue  NE.,  Washington, 
D.C. 

Indiana  University  Foundation,  Research  Division,  Indiana  University, 
Bloomington,  Ind. 

Lowell  Technological  Institute  Research  Foundation,  Post  Office  Box  709, 
Lowell,  Mass. 

Midwest  Research  Institute,  425  Volker  Boulevard,  Kansas  City,  Mo. 

The  Endowment  and  Research  Foundation  at  Montana  State  College,  Boze¬ 
man,  Mont. 

The  Research  Foundation  of  State  University  of  New  York,  Post  Office  Box 
7120,  Albany,  N.Y. 

Ohio  State  University  Research  Foundation,  1314  Kinnear  Road,  Columbus, 
Ohio. 

Philadelphia  Textile  Institute,  Henry  Avenue  and  School  House  Lane,  Phila¬ 
delphia,  Pa. 

Purdue  Research  Foundation,  Lafayette,  Ind. 

Research  Triangle  Institute,  Post  Office  Box  490,  Durham,  N.C. 

Skiest  Laboratories,  Inc.,  89  Lincoln  Park,  Newark,  N.J. 

Stanford  Research  Institute,  Menlo  Park,  Calif. 

Swift  &  Co.,  Union  Stock  Yards,  Chicago,  Ill. 

Special  Instruments  Laboratory,  Inc.,  312  West  Vine  Avenue,  Knoxville, 
Tenn. 

Textile  Research  Institute,  Post  Office  Box  625,  Princeton,  N.J. 

Mr.  Dole.  This  section  will  not  increase  the  cost  of  what  is  being 
done  now,  is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Grant.  That  is  right.  It  would  not  have  any  effect  on  the 
total  amount  being  expended. 

Mr.  Dole.  What  is  the  difference  between  a  contract  and  a  grant,  as 
far  as  the  taxpayer  is  concerned  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  I  think  the  difference  is  simply  this :  Many  contracts 
for  research  are  exceedingly  difficult  to  write  because  you  cannot  tell 
a  man  what  he  has  to  come  up  with.  Research  does  not  seem  to  oper¬ 
ate  that  way.  I  think  the  policy  followed  by  other  agencies  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  which  have  the  authority  to  make  grants  is  to  determine  the 
general  area  in  which  they  want  to  make  significant  advances,  to  pick 
out  the  institution  which  has  the  personnel  and  facilities  and  the  ex¬ 
perience  record  to  justify  the  expectation  that  they  would  come  up  with 
that,  and  then  work  with  them  in  the  development  of  a  broad  project 
outline  and  the  financing  of  that. 

Mr.  Dole.  In  other  words,  a  grant  still  costs  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  all  the  money.  There  are  no  strings  attached,  and  to  the  con¬ 
tract  there  are.  Is  that  correct?  On  a  grant  you  just  give  them  the 
money  and  say,  “Work  out  some  broad  scheme.”  On  a  contract,  you 
have  certain  defined  areas  in  which  you  are  asking  for  results. 

Mr.  Spencer.  I  think  it  might  be  expressed  that  way,  although  the 
fact  is  that  in  some  of  these  programs  it  is  almost  impossible  to  work 
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out  exactly  what  you  are  going  to  do  until  you  have  done  some  ex¬ 
ploratory  work,  and  grants  make  it  possible  to  do  that.  I  assure  vou 
there  would  be  no  tendency  to  say  to  somebody,  “Here  is  a  million 
dollars,  just  go  ahead.” 

Mr.  Hole.  I  understand  that.  There  is  no  more  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payer  under  a  grant  than  under  a  contract. 

Mr.  Spencer.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Jones.  Do  T  understand  you  have  the  authority  now  to  make 
contracts  with  private  organizations? 

Mr.  Spencer.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Jones.  You  do  not  have  the  authority  to  make  grants? 

Mr.  Spencer.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Jones.  Are  there  any  other  questions  on  this  particular  section  ? 

Mr.  Heimbltrger.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  one  question. 

In  the  Executive  communication,  your  explanation  of  section  3  em¬ 
phasizes  the  difference  between  applied  and  basic  research.  Yet  I  do 
not  see  these  words  anywhere  in  section  3.  What  is  the  significance  of 
this?  How  does  section  3  make  it  more  possible  to  carry  out  applied 
research?  What  are  the  magic  words  in  here? 

Mr.  Spencer.  Simply  the  fact  that  it  says  “for  research.” 

Mr.  Heimbltrger.  It  does  not  say  “applied”  or  “basic.” 

Mr.  Spencer.  It  does  not  say  “applied”  or  “basic.” 

Mr.  Grant.  If  I  might  add  here,  Public  Law  85-934  gives  all  agen¬ 
cies  authority  to  make  grants  for  basic  research.  Since  we  already 
have  that  authority  in  this  law  enacted  several  years  ago,  the  effect  of 
section  3  would  be  to  make  it  applicable  to  all  research  conducted  by 
the  Department,  both  applied  and  basic. 

Mr.  Heimbltrger.  Thank  you.  That  explains  it. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Jones.  Are  there  any  other  questions  on  section  3  ? 

One  of  our  colleagues,  the  Honorable  H.  E.  Gross,  has  asked  to 
appear.  I  understand,  Mr.  Gross,  you  would  like  to  appear  just  in 
relation  to  section  5  ;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Gross.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Jones.  Would  you  gentlemen  step  aside  for  a  minute  so  we 
can  hear  Mr.  Gross.  He  has  to  go  to  another  committee  meeting. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  H.  R.  GROSS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  IOWA 

Mr.  Jones.  We  shall  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  now,  Mr.  Gross. 

Mr.  Gross.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee. 

I  am  here  in  opposition  to  section  5  of  the  bill,  H.K.  12811. 

First  of  all,  I  question  the  jurisdiction  of  this  committee  to  handle 
this  provision  in  the  bill,  but,  it  . being  there,  I  want  to  voice  my  vigorous 
opposition. 

I  want  it  understood  at  the  outset  that  I  think  agricultural  at¬ 
taches  ought  to  be  rotated  back  to  this  country  at  various  intervals. 
1  am  not  opposed  to  the  rotation  of  agricultural  attaches. 

But  what  is  the  implication  of  this?  It  is  a  new  concept  in  civil 
service  rules  and  regulations  that  a  man  carries  his  grade  with  him, 
irrespective  of  the  job  assigned.  I  emphasize  this:  With  such  a  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  law,  the  pay  grade  would  be  guaranteed.  Eegardless 
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of  what  work  he  would  be  doing,  the  pay  grade  that  he  carried  into 
the  job  would  be  guaranteed,  if  this  were  to  become  law,  you  could 
expect  other  requests,  for  we  have  many  labor  attaches  scattered 
around  over  the  world.  I  predict,  if  this  provision  is  approved  as 
contained  in  this  bill,  we  will  have  the  same  problem  with  labor  at¬ 
taches,  and  others. 

There  is  another  implication.  Of  the  91  agricultural  attaches,  11 
are  in  supergrade  positions.  The  passage  of  this  bill  as  presently 
written  would  tend  to  create  additional  supergrades  without  legis¬ 
lative  authority  for  so  doing. 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  subcommittee  to  Public  Law  87-367, 
which  1  quoted  from  on  the  House  floor  yesterday,  which  provides : 

The  Congress  hereby  finds  that  the  public  interest  requires  that  effective 
limitations  and  controls  be  established  and  maintained  with  respect  to  the 
allocation  of  positions,  whether  by  law  or  by  administrative  action,  to  grades 
16,  17,  and  18  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949. 

This  public  law  reposes  in  Congress  and  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committees  of  the  House  and  Senate,  authority  and  control 
over  supergrades. 

Passage  of  this  bill,  as  presently  written,  would  tend  to  create  a 
number  of  additional  supergracles,  the  specific  number  depending 
on  the  number  of  supergracles  incumbent  and  home  on  rotation  tours. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  an  amendment  which  I  suggest  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  which  allows  a  person  returning  from  overseas  to  draw  his 
oversea  base  pay  up  to  90  days.  This  gives  time  for  adjustment. 
My  amendment  strikes  out  the  concept  of  a  guaranteed  wage,  and 
places  the  responsibility  on  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  find  a  job, 
within  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission, 
that  best  fits  the  abilities  of  the  individual  being  returned  from 
overseas. 

I  would  like  to  read  to  you,  specifically,  the  amendment  which  I 
suggest  to  the  committee.  It  would  strike  out  the  present  language 
on  page  3  of  the  bill,  lines  3  to  14,  inclusive,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following : 

Sec.  .7.  Section  602  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  (  68  Stat.  908)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

“(e)  Any  officer  or  employee  appointed  and  assigned  to  a  post  abroad  pursuant 
to  this  title  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  be  assigned 
for  duty  in  the  continental  United  States,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service  laws 
and  without  reduction  in  grade,  for  a  period  of  not  more  than  ninety  days.  After 
the  close  of  such  ninety-day  period,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  place  such 
officer  or  employee  in  such  position  as  he  may  deem  advisable  in  the  interest  of 
the  Government,  subject  to  the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  suggest  the  adoption  of  this  amendment. 

I  shall  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions  I  am  competent  to  answer. 

Mr.  Jones.  Mr.  Gross,  you  indicated  at  the  start  that  you  believe 
in  the  rotation,  bringing  these  people  back.  I  think  most  of  us  are 
in  accord  with  that  theory.  Do  you  think  your  amendment  might 
place  us  in  the  situation  of  losing  some  experienced  people  who  we 
hope  to  return  to  the  foreign  field  after  they  have  been  back  here? 
Is  your  objection  to  the  fact  of  keeping  them  for  3  years?  How  would 
you  overcome  losing  those  people? 

Mr.  Gross.  I  do  not  mean  to  be  asking  you  a  question,  but  it  is  hard 
for  me  to  believe  in  a  department  as  large  as  the  Department  of  Agri- 
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culture,  if  there  are  only  13  or  15  to  be  rotated  each  year,  that  the 
proper  spaces  cannot,  be  found  for  those  people  within  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  It  does  not  have  to  be  in  the  headquarters  here  in 
Washington.  D.C.  I  cannot  conceive  the  Department  would  lose  any 
personnel. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  It  would  appear  to  me  that  they  do  not 
have  to  have  civil  service  status.  It  says  “without  regard  to  civil 
service  laws  and  without  reduction  in  grade.” 

Mr.  Gross.  That  is  on  the  question  of  assignment,  Mr.  Johnson. 

Mr.  Jones.  They  all  have  civil  service  status. 

Mr.  Gross.  They  all  have  civil  service  status,  but  this  would  permit 
those  rotated  to  be  assigned  for  a  period  of  3  years.  I  am  trying  to 
point  out  that  if  we  do  this  in  this  case,  then  what  about  all  the  other 
departments  and  agencies  of  the  Government? 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Would  you  object  to  a  year?  For  in¬ 
stance,  if  you  want  to  have  them  back  in  the  United  States  so  they 
will  not  lose  touch  with  us,  90  days  Avould  not  give  them  time  enough 
to  know  what  is  going  on  in  this  country. 

Mr.  Gross.  My  amendment  would  not  place  a  limitation  upon  the 
total  time  they  are  rotated  back  to  this  country.  The  90-day  limita¬ 
tion  goes  only  to  the  point  that  the  Department  provide  them  with 
jobs  comparable  to  their  pay  and  job  descriptions.  This  would  be 
implicit  in  it. 

ilr.  Jones.  Are  there  any  other  questions  ? 

Mr.  Dole.  You  say  there  are  11  in  the  supergrade  category  ? 

Mr.  Gross.  Not  11.  As  I  recall  it,  there  would  be  11,  but  there 
probably  would  be  only  2  or  3  rotated  at  any  one  time  in  supergrades, 
dealing  now  exclusively  with  supergrades. 

Mr.  Dole.  Eventually,  if  you  rotated  enough  you  would  have  all 
receiving  the  supergrades  ? 

Mr.  Gross.  No.  This  does  not  mean  they  would  be  supergrades. 
If  supergrades  were  rotated  back  and  they  could  be  rotated  back  for 
3  years,  this  would  mean  an  increase  over  and  above  the  statutory 
limit  on  supergrades  assigned  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  It 
could  mean  an  increase  of  11  supergrades  without  any  authority  on 
the  part  of  the  proper  committee  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Dole.  That  is  what  I  asked. 

Mr.  Gross.  This  would  be  violative,  technicallv,  of  Public  Law 
87-367. 

Mr.  Jones.  I  get  your  objection  all  right.  I  see  what  you  are  driv¬ 
ing  at. 

Are  there  any  other  questions? 

We  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Gross,  for  giving  us  the  benefit  of  your 
experience  on  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee.  If  you 
will  leave  the  amendment  here,  we  will  give  it  due  consideration  in 
the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Gross.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Jones.  Now,  if  you  gentlemen  from  the  Department  will  return 
to  the  stand,  we  shall  go  on  to  section  4. 

Mr.  Spencer.  Section  4,  Mr.  Chairman,  would  authorize  the  De¬ 
partment  to  purchase  insurance  coverage  on  its  vehicles  in  foreign 
countries. 

Mr.  Jones.  Are  we  not  doing  that  at  the  present  time  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  No,  sir. 
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Mr.  Grant.  Mr.  Chairman,  some  agencies  have  authority — the  State 
Department,  for  instance,  has  authority  to  purchase  insurance  on  its 
vehicles.  The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  by  virtue  of  the  author¬ 
ity  which  they  obtained  at  the  time  the  Agricultural  Attache  Service 
was  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  has  authority  to 
insure  its  vehicles,  but  the  other  agencies  of  the  Department  do  not 
have  that  authority.  At  the  present  time  the  only  other  agency  of 
the  Department  which  has  vehicles  abroad,  other  than  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service,  is  the  Agricultural  Research  Service.  We  clo 
not  have  authority  to  pay  for  insurance  for  those  vehicles. 

Mr.  Jones.  How  do  you  afford  to  operate  cars  abroad  without 
insurance  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  That  is  our  difficulty  at  the  present  time.  There  are 
some  countries  in  which  there  is  a  requirement  that  you  have  insurance. 

Mr.  Jones.  How  are  you  insuring  them  now  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  Quite  frankly,  the  employees  are  paying  for  it  them¬ 
selves. 

Mr.  Grant.  Out  of  their  own  pocket. 

Mr.  Spencer.  That  certainly  seems  to  us  to  be  quite  unfair  to  them. 

Mr.  Jones.  I  think  we  all  understand  that.  There  is  no  question 
about  that. 

Mr.  Dole.  What  type  of  insurance  are  you  talking  about?  Is  this 
property  or  liability  insurance  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  Primarily  liability  insurance. 

Mr.  Dole.  What  about  the  legal  doctrine  of  nonliability  on  the 
part  of  a  sovereign  for  the  acts  of  its  agents  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  We  do  not  think  we  have  been  particularly  successful 
in  maintaining  that  doctrine  in  too  many  foreign  countries. 

Mr.  Dole.  Have  you  had  cases  on  it  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  We  have  had  cases  where,  after  a  good  bit  of  negotia¬ 
tion,  the  Embassy  has  been  able  to  allevialte  the  situation,  but  the 
prospects  of  that  have  not  been  good  enough  to  make  our  people  feel 
that  they  care  to  drive  under  those  circumstances. 

Mr.  Dole.  We  have  had  the  same  thing  on  the  State  level.  I  know 
in  our  State  there  is  a  question  whether  or  not,  at  least  on  the  State 
level,  you  can  properly  expend  public  funds  for  this  when  there  is 
no  liability.  That  is  the  reason  I  raise  the  question.  This  is  true  in 
Kansas,  at  least.  It  comes  over  from  the  common  law  of  England  that 
all  authority  is  derived  from  the  sovereign,  and  there  is  no  responsi¬ 
bility  for  acts  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  its  agents.  I  wonder  if 
that  has  application  here  and  whether  the  Government  might  be 
different  on  the  Federal  level  than  on  the  State  level. 

What  would  this  cost  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  We  figure  the  cost  would  not  run  over  a  few  thousand 
dollars.  It  is  the  authority  that  bother's  us,  not  the  cost.  We  request 
no  special  funds  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  Jones.  Are  there  further  questions  ? 

Let.  us  go  to  section  5.  You  have  had  the  benefit  of  Mr.  Gross’ 
objection  to  this  section.  We  would  be  pleased  to  have  your  comments 
on  it. 

Mr.  Grant.  Mr.  Minor,  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  will 
present  that  item. 

Mr.  Minor.  I  have  a  very  brief  statement,  Mr.  Chairman,  sum¬ 
marizing  the  situation,  which  I  would  like  to  present. 
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The  Department  of  Agriculture  assigns  agricultural  attaches  to 
61  posts  in  the  world's  important  agricultural  producing  and  consum¬ 
ing  centers.  These  attaches  provide  agricultural  information  needed 
from  abroad  by  U.S.  agriculture,  work  constantly  to  open  the  way 
and  develop  markets  for  export  of  U.S.  agricultural  commodities,  and 
represent  U.S.  agriculture  in  the  countries  to  which  they  are  assigned. 

The  purpose  of  section  5  is  to  facilitate  the  assignment  of  agricul¬ 
tural  attaches  and  other  personnel  serving  overseas  to  positions  in  the 
Department  between  foreign  assignments.  The  Department  would  be 
authorized  to  assign  employees  serving  abroad  under  authority  of 
title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954,  to  positions  in  the  United 
States  for  up  to  3  years  at  their  existing  grade,  even  though  the  duties 
to  which  such  persons  may  be  assigned  might  sometimes  be  of  a  lower 
classification  under  normal  classification  practices.  It  would  also 
permit  assigning  an  excepted  employee  under  schedule  A  to  a  position 
normally  filled  in  the  competitive  service.  A  maximum  of  15  persons 
could  be  assigned  under  this  provision  at  any  one  time. 

Attache  posts  are  normally  filled  by  assignment  of  selected  respon¬ 
sible  persons  from  positions  in  Washington.  After  serving  from  4  to 
6  years  at  field  posts,  it  is  our  policy  to  bring  them  back  to  Washing¬ 
ton  for  2  to  3  years’  service  before  being  assigned  again  to  foreign 
posts. 

This  service  gives  the  employees  an  opportunity  to  gain  an  under¬ 
standing  of  current  U.S.  agricultural  developments,  problems,  pro¬ 
grams,  and  policies  preparatory  to  further  service  at  foreign  posts. 
At  the  same  time,  the  employee  will  carry  out  the  responsibilities 
of  the  position  to  which  he  is  assigned.  Persons  assigned  under  these 
arrangements  have  included  administrators,  deputy  and  assistant  ad¬ 
ministrators,  division  directors,  branch  chiefs,  marketing  special¬ 
ists,  and  agricultural  economists.  A  substantial  number  of  key  posi¬ 
tions  on  our  present  Washington  staff  are  filled  by  men  who  have 
recently  served  overseas  as  agricultural  attaches.  This  rotation  be¬ 
tween  positions  in  the  United  States  and  positions  at  attache  posts 
strengthens  our  service  at  both  places.  Persons  with  field  experience 
are  more  valuable  in  the  States,  and  persons  in  attache  positions  are 
better  informed  and  more  effective  because  of  experience  gained  in 
dealing  on  a  day-to-day  basis  with  U.S.  problems  in  the  Department. 

When  agricultural  attaches  or  other  personnel  who  have  served 
abroad  return  to  the  United  States,  they  are  in  most  cases  transferred 
to  appropriate  regular  positions  at  the  same  grade.  In  other  cases, 
there  may  be  no  previously  existing  vacancy  at  the  person’s  grade  in 
the  area  of  work  where  he  can  render  effective  service  and  gain  the 
experience  needed  for  further  field  assignment.  The  following  will 
illustrate  the  type  of  problem  which  we  have:  Notwithstanding  the 
best  forward  planning  that  we  can  do,  an  appropriate  GS-15  position 
may  not  be  available  at  the  time  a  GS-15  attache  is  returning  from  a 
foreign  assignment.  In  the  limited  cases  where  this  is  true,  we  need 
to  be  able  to  assign  him  to  a  GS-14  marketing  specialist  or  other  posi¬ 
tion  where  he  can  make  a  fnll  contribution  to  the  work  and  at  the  same 
time  prepare  himself  for  his  next  field  assignment.  A  similar  situa¬ 
tion  will  arise  in  a  few  cases  with  respect  to  secretaries  in  the  higher 
grades. 

In  addition  to  the  need  for  authority  to  permit  the  assignment  of  a 
limited  number  of  persons  at  the  same  grade,  the  Department  also 
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needs  authority  which  will  permit  the  assignment  of  persons  now 
employed  in  excepted  positions  under  schedule  A  to  duties  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.,  which  would  normally  be  classified  in  the  competitive 
civil  service.  For  example,  at  present  we  may  not  assign  an  attache 
in  schedule  A  to  a  division  director's  job  in  the  competitive  service  for 
which  lie  may  be  well  qualified. 

The  top  level  attache  positions  are  so  classified  under  schedule  A, 
and  in  order  to  make  the  effective  utilization  of  the  services  of  such 
individuals,  some  of  whom  do  not  otherwise  have  civil  service  status, 
it  is  desirable  that  the  Department  be  authorized  to  assign  them  to 
perform  duties  in  Washington,  D.C.,  which  duties  would  normally  be 
classified  under  the  competitive  civil  service. 

It  is  our  policy  to  transfer  persons  to  the  field  in  the  grade  in  which 
they  are  serving  in  the  States.  Field  personnel  and  Washington  per¬ 
sonnel  are  considered  for  vacancies  which  occur  and  are  reviewed 
periodically  to  determine  if  promotions  are  in  order.  To  the  extent 
practicable,  persons  having  recent  field  experience  are  given  priority 
in  filling  vacancies.  At  this  time  the  foreign  field  staff  for  the  61 
attache  posts  consists  of  91  agricultural  attaches  and  assistant  attaches, 
27  U.S.  secretaries,  69  local  agricultural  assistants,  that  is,  citizens  of 
the  country  where  the  office  is  located,  and  69  local  clerical  employees. 

The  grades  of  the  attaches  and  assistant  attaches  are  presently  as 
follows : 

Three  GS-17. 

Seven  GS-16. 

I  might  point  out  that  we  originally  had  two  GS-l7’s  and  eight 
GS-16’s.  The  Department  requested  the  transfer  of  one  GS-17 
departmental  position  to  the  field,  and  there  is  in  process  the  transfer 
of  one  of  the  GS-16  positions  to  Washington. 

Fifteen  GS-15. 

Thirty-five  GS-14. 

Fifteen  GS-13. 

Four  GS-12. 

Twelve  GS-11.  The  lower  grades  are  our  young  juniors  who  are 
gaining  experience  to  move  ahead. 

The  number  of  persons  in  the  supergrades  GS-16  and  GS-17  at 
any  time  would  not  be  increased  by  this  amendment.  At  any  time 
an  attache  in  GS-17  or  GS-16  is  assigned  to  a  Washington  position 
under  the  proposed  authority,  the  number  serving  overseas  in  the 
grade  is  thereby  reduced  until  the  Washington  assignment  is  com¬ 
pleted.  I  again  emphasize  this  would  not  increase  on  any  day  at  any 
time  the  number  of  persons  who  would  be  in  supergrades.  So  the  lim¬ 
itation  would  be  firm. 

The  amendment  'would  enable  the  Department  to  make  the  best  use 
of  the  experience  of  the  agricultural  attaches  and  other  oversea 
personnel. 

We  strongly  recommend  that  the  proposed  amendment  be  enacted. 

Mr.  Jones.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you  do  not  agree  with  Mr. 
Gross’  contention  that  we  would  be  increasing  the  number  of  super- 
grades  by  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Minor.  That  is  correct.  There  could  be  no  increase  in  the 
supergrades  because  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Jones.  The  way  the  amendment  is  written,  it  does  not  put  that 
limitation  on  there  which  you  indicate  in  your  statement,  does  it? 
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Mr.  Minor.  It  does  not  authorize  us  to  establish  any  supergrades. 
We  have  only  the  10.  When  they  are  filled,  there  are  no  more.  The 
only  way  we  can  get  any  more  would  be  for  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  to  assign  them  from  the  total  which  is  available  to  them. 

Mr.  Jones.  In  other  words,  GS-17  and  GS-16  are  the  two  which 
are  considered  supergrades. 

Mr.  Minor.  That  is  correct.  There  is  no  limit  on  the  GS-15’s  and 
below  as  to  specific  numbers.  The  limitation  is  on  the  GS-16’s  and 
GS-l7’s.  We  have  a  total  of  10  of  those  2  grades  for  the  attache 
service. 

Mr.  Gross  mentioned  11,  and  he  is  correct.  A  GS-17  has  been  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  field  from  a  Washington  spot,  and  a  GS-16  is  in  process 
of  being  transferred  back.  That  action,  which  is  to  follow  the  other, 
has  not  been  completed.  So,  technically,  11  is  correct  at  the  moment, 
but  there  is  a  shortage  of  1  in  the  Department. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  What  grade  is  that  you  are  talking 
about  ?  Is  that  GS-17  you  are  talking  about  ? 

Mr.  Minor.  Of  GS-l7’s,  we  have  three  at  some  of  our  largest  at¬ 
tache  posts. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  What  is  the  grade  in  which  you 
have  11  ? 

Mr.  Minor.  In  grades  17  and  16  together. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  You  have  that  number  in  the  whole 
Department  of  Agriculture  ? 

Mr.  Minor.  No,  in  the  attache  service. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  You  have  down  here  three  GS-17’s 
and  seven  GS-16’s. 

Mr.  Minor.  That  is  right.  That  is  all  we  have  filled  and  all  that 
we  have  in  the  attache  service.  We  originally  had  two  GS-l7’s  and 
eight  GS-16’s.  The  Department  has  assigned  or  requested  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  to  assign  one  of  the  Department’s  17’s  to  the 
field,  and  one  of  the  field’s  16's  to  the  Department. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  I  see. 

Mr.  Jones.  Are  there  any  other  questions  with  reference  to  this 
section? 

Mr.  Dole.  Under  the  present  policy,  what  happens  when  they  come 
home?  Do  they  have  to  find  a  comparable  grade  for  them  to  fill? 

Mr.  Minor.  We  find  a  comparable  position  to  the  maximum  extent 
we  can.  We  expect  to  continue  to  do  that.  The  number  that  would 
be  assigned  under  this  provision  would  be  very  small  at  any  one  time. 
Sometimes,  under  the  present  situation,  because  of  the  grade,  we  might 
have  to  assign  a  man  to  a  place  where  Iris  services  would  not  be  as 
effective  or  where  he  would  not  get  as  good  experience  for  going  back 
to  the  field  as  he  otherwise  might.  In  some  instances  we  maybe  would 
not  be  able  to  provide  a  job.  We  would  simply  have  to  leave  him 
in  his  field  job  for  the  time  that  we  could,  and  then  demote  him  or  find 
other  work  for  him. 

Mr.  Dole.  How  many  times  has  this  happened  in  the  last  2  years  ? 

Mr.  Minor.  In  the  last  2  years,  with  respect  to  one  supergrade,  for 
example,  we  worked  out  an  arrangement  with  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  for  a  training  position,  but  it  could  not  take  the  place  of  any 
existing  civil  service  job.  We  had  to  create  a  new  job  to  be  able  to 
carry  the  man,  which  is  an  uneconomic  thing  to  do. 
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Mr.  Dole.  Have  you  any  examples  which  you  could  put  in  the 
record  where  this  actually  has  been  detrimental  to  anyone  in  the  last 
2  or  3  years! 

Mr.  Minor.  We  have  kept  people  in  the  field  when  we  would  have 
preferred  to  bring  them  in.  I  could  not  say  we  have  actually  devoted 
any  of  them,  up  to  this  time,  because  we  have  used  every  bit  of  our 
ingenuity  to  avoid  doing  so.  We  do  not  think  it  is  fair  to  bring  them 
back  here  and  demote  them. 

Mr.  Dole.  You  still  have  the  same  ingenuity,  whether  this  section 
is  in  the  bill  or  not. 

Mr.  Minor.  That  is  correct.  There  are  times  when  you  cannot 
accomplish  it,  and  there  are  times  when  you  are  awfully  close  to  viola¬ 
tion  of  some  of  the  regulations  in  trying  to  meet  the  problem. 

Mr.  Dole.  It  occurs  to  me  if  you  have  no  example  of  any  detrimental 
effect  it  has  had  in  the  past,  there  is  really  no  need  for  it.  You  are 
trying  to  create  something  here  which  may  cause  trouble  when  you 
apparently  are  not  having  trouble  with  what  you  have  now. 

Mr.  Minor.  We  have  had  trouble,  and  naturally  we  have  done 
everything  we  could  to  try  to  meet  it,  but  some  of  the  ways  by  which 
we  have  had  to  meet  it  wrere  not  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  not  in  the  strictest  compliance  with  the  intent  of  some  of 
the  regulations. 

Mr.  Dole.  That  has  been  done. 

Mr.  Minor.  Sometimes  by  keeping  them  in  the  field  longer  than 
we  would  like. 

Mr.  Jones.  I  was  going  to  bring  that  out.  In  other  words,  some¬ 
times  you  have  been  forced  to  leave  a  man  in  a  foreign  post  longer 
than  you  would  have  had  this  law  been  in  effect. 

Mr.  Minor.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Jones.  I  want  to  get  this  clear.  In  other  words,  if  you  bring 
back  a  GS-16,  say,  and  you  have  a  job  there  that  you  think  he  can 
fill  best  and  it  is  only  a  GS-15,  you  would  put  him  in  that  slot  but  he 
would  still  draw  his  pay  as  a  GS-16. 

Mr.  Minor.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Jones.  But  there  would  not  be  any  increase  in  the  number  of 
GS-l7’s  or  GS-16’s  by  doing  that. 

Mr.  Minor.  There  would  not  be,  because  the  post  in  the  field  would 
have  to  be  filled  by  a  person  not  above  GS-15. 

Mr.  J ones.  If  I  could  be  convinced  that  the  bill  as  drawn  would  do 
what  you  say  you  do  in  this  statement,  I  do  not  think  I  Avould  have 
any  objection  to  it  because,  as  I  interpret  it,  there  Avould  be  no  in¬ 
creased  cost  to  the  Government  by  this  operation.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Minor.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Say  you  put  a  GS-16  in  a  GS-15  job. 
It  Avill  show  you  liaise  that  many  GS-16’s.  So  you  could  not  appoint 
another  GS-16. 

Mr.  Minor.  That  is  correct.  So  you  could  not  appoint  another  GS- 
16,  and  the  field  would  be  short  that  number  so  long  as  he  was  in 
here. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  What  is  the  objection  to  the  Gross 
amendment  ?  Are  the  90  days  too  short  ? 

Mr.  Minor.  The  90  days  would  not  gh7e  us  time  to  reorient.  We 
can  bring  them  in  now,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  and  assign  them  here  for 
as  much  as  90  days  without  difficulty. 
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Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Why  do  you  not  compromise  and  set  a 
year? 

Mr.  Minor.  A  year  is  not  long  enough  for  a  man  to  get  back  into  U.S. 
Agriculture  and  for  his  family  to  get  settled.  The  expense  of  moving 
him  out  and  moving  him  in  is  too  great  to  do  it  on  a  1-year  tenure. 
Initially,  we  asked  for  4  years,  but  it  was  reduced  to  3.  I  think  I  might 
point  out  that  in  the  Foreign  Service  the  law  authorizes  4  years,  and 
then  at  the  end  of  4  years  there  may  be  an  extension  of  another  4 
years.  An  amendment  has  been  requested  which  would  permit  it  to 
go  some  beyond  that. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  How  much  more  would  it  cost  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  if,  say,  you  put  a  GS-16  in  a  GS-15  job  but  gave  him  the 
GS-16  pay  ?  How  much  more  would  that  cost  the  Government  for 
3  years  ? 

Mr.  Minor.  It  would  not  cost  the  Government  anything  additional. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Yes,  it  would. 

Mr.  Minor.  No,  sir,  because - 

Mr.  Johnson  ox  Wisconsin.  He  is  doing  GS-15  work  and  he  is  get¬ 
ting  paid  GS-16  wages. 

Mr.  Minor.  All  right.  The  difference  between  the  starting  salaries 
<of  a  GS-15  and  GS-16  is  about  $1,500,  but  the  man  who  has  moved 
up  in  the  GS-15  grade  gets  well  above  the  bottom  of  the  GS-16.  So, 
for  most  of  them,  the  amount  would  not  be  very  great  at  that  par¬ 
ticular  grade. 

Also,  keep  in  mind  that  the  post  would  be  filled  with  a  GS-15  in¬ 
stead  of  a  GS-16.  So  the  number  of  GS-16’s  and  the  number  of 
GS-15’s  would  not  be  changed  by  this  bill. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  No.  At  the  worst,  it  would  cost  the 
Government  about  $4,500  for  the  3  years. 

Mr.  Minor.  It  would  not  cost  that,  because  the  total  number  in  the 
supergrades  would  not  be  increased,  and  we  would  be  paying  more  at 
one  spot  and  less  at  the  other.  The  total  cost  to  the  Government  would 
be  offset. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  You  would  have  this  man  doing  GS-15 
work  and  you  would  be  paying  him  GS-16  wages. 

Mr.  Minor.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  But  the  Government  would  suffer  be¬ 
cause  you  could  not  appoint  another  GS-16.  He  would  be  doing  work 
not  in  his  class. 

Mr.  Minor.  He  would  be  doing  possibly  grade  16  work.  In  the 
first  place,  the  GS-16  might  be  doing  a  better  job  of  the  GS-15’s  work, 
so  the  chances  are  we  would  be  getting  our  money's  worth  anyway. 

Mr.  Dole.  I  want  to  explore  this.  You  said  you  have  some  ex¬ 
amples.  I  would  like  examples  for  the  record  where  you  have  kept 
people  in  the  field  longer  than  you  anticipated  because  of  the  present 
law. 

Mr.  Minor.  We  could  give  some  examples,  but  I  think  it  might  be 
misunderstood  by  some  of  the  people  involved  if  they  were  told  that 
we  should  have  brought  them  in  earlier  and  did  not.  ’  They  might  not 
understand  it. 

Mr.  Dole.  There  ought  to  be  some  justification  when  you  are  asking 
for  the  law  to  be  changed.  What  justification  is  there  unless  the  past 
history  indicates  the  law  needs  to  be  changed  ?  I  think  we  are  entitled 
to  some  facts,  and  not  speculation. 
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I  would  like  to  have  some  examples,  if  possible,  for  the  record  which 
show  that  under  existing  law  these  things  could  not  be  accomplished, 
and  this  had  to  be  done. 

Mr.  Minor.  All  right,  sir. 

(The  information  requested  follows :) 

The  major  problem  in  providing  a  system  of  rotation  for  employees  appointed 
under  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act  arises  because  these  positions  are  subject 
to  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  1071).  By  the  terms  of 
the  Classification  Act,  persons  are  generally  compensated  on  the  basis  of  the 
grade  level  of  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  their  assigned  positions.  In 
order  for  personnel  to  be  rotated  from  oversea  posts  to  positions  in  the  United 
States  and  retain  the  same  pay  range  for  a  period  as  long  as  4  years,  they  would 
have  to  be  assigned  positions  at  the  same  grade  level.  The  limited  number  of 
vacancies  at  any  one  time,  particularly  at  the  higher  grades,  makes  such  assign¬ 
ment  difficult  and  often  impossible. 

Another  restriction  results  from  the  fact  that  some  of  the  posts  in  the  oversea 
field  service  are  in  schedule  A,  whereas  corresponding  positions  in  the  central 
office  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  are  in  the  competitive  service.  The 
assignment  of  an  employee  in  the  excepted  service  to  perform  the  duties  of  a 
position  in  the  competitive  service  is  prohibited. 

A  case  which  illustrates  both  restrictive  principles  mentioned  above  occurred 
recently.  The  employee  was  serving  as  agricultural  attache,  GS-16,  at  one  of  our 
larger  posts.  He  had  served  continuously  at  the  same  post  for  over  5  years 
and  had  never  served  in  the  Department  in  Washington.  It  was  felt  that  it 
was  important  that  the  employee  be  assigned  for  a  tour  of  duty  in  Washington 
for  his  reorientation  and  development.  Also,  because  of  his  unique  experience 
in  market  development  in  an  important  European  country,  he  was  in  a  position 
of  making  a  valuable  contribution  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  program. 
At  the  time,  not  only  was  the  employee  in  a  schedule  A  position  in  the  excepted 
service,  but  there  was  no  vacancy  at  his  grade  level  in  the  central  office  in  Wash¬ 
ington.  Therefore,  it  was  necessary  to  bring  him  in  on  a  temporary  basis  under 
a  special  training  agreement  for  his  reorientation  and  development.  Under  the 
terms  of  this  agreement,  FAS  was  prohibited  from  assigning  him  to  an  identifi¬ 
able  position  in  the  competitive  service.  This  case  illustrates  the  need  for  legis¬ 
lation  in  this  area.  At  the  time,  he  could  have  been  assigned  to  an  important 
staff  position  where  he  could  have  gained  valuable  experience  and  at  the  same 
time,  made  a  major  contribution  to  the  program. 

Another  important  aspect,  evident  in  the  case  cited  above,  is  the  need  for 
an  assignment  period  of  sufficient  duration  to  accomplish  the  objective.  A  normal 
tour  of  duty  at  an  oversea  post  is  considered  to  be  2  years.  The  Department 
feels  that  an  assignment  of  from  2  to  3  years  should  be  provided  for  reorienta¬ 
tion  and  development  of  the  employee  who  is  brought  to  the  United  States  under 
our  rotation  plan.  Furthermore,  to  operate  a  rotation  program  where  the  tours 
in  the  United  States  are  less  than  2  years,  would  be  most  costly  and  uneconomical. 

Mr.  Jones.  Are  there  any  other  questions  on  this  section  ? 

Let  us  proceed  to  section  6. 

Mr.  Grant.  Section  6  will  be  presented  by  Mr.  Robert  L.  Hill,  assist¬ 
ant  to  the  Director  of  Personnel. 

Mr.  Hill.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  section  6  is  quite  simple.  It  would  enable  scientific,  pro¬ 
fessional,  and  technical  employees  who  are  assigned  to  work  with  the 
States  under  the  act  of  August  2, 1956,  to  retain  their  rights  and  bene¬ 
fits  under  the  Federal  employees  health  benefits  program.  At  present 
they  retain  their  other  major  fringe  benefits — retirement,  life  insur¬ 
ance,  employees’  compensation,  and  so  on — but  because  of  the  wording 
of  the  Health  Benefits  Act  which  was  passed  in  1959,  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  advised  us  that  they  could  not  retain  their  health  benefits. 
So,  the  purpose  of  this  proposed  amendment  is  simply  to  enable  them 
to  keep  their  health  benefits  along  with  the  other  fringe  benefits. 

Mr.  Jones.  That  is  people  who  were  transferred  from  the  Federal 
service  to  State  service  ? 
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Mr.  Hill.  Yes,  under  the  Exchange  Act  passed  on  August  2f,  1956. 

Mr.  Jones.  Is  that  the  only  thing  involved  here,  the  health  benefits? 

Mr.  Hill.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Don’t  people  eventually  come  back  to 
the  F ederal  service  ?  They  are  there  temporarily  ? 

Mr.  Hill.  Not  to  exceed  2  years. 

Mr.  Jones.  And  the  health  benefit  is  the  only  thing  involved? 

Mr.  Hill.  Right. 

Mr.  Jones.  All  right. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Retirement  is  involved,  too,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Hill.  They  now  have  that. 

Mr.  J ones.  Let  us  go  to  section  7. 

Mr.  Grant.  Mr.  Spencer  will  present  section  7. 

Mr.  Spencer.  The  purpose  of  section  7,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  to  author¬ 
ize  the  Department  to  acquire  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase 
at  a  nominal  cost. 

Under  the  act  of  August  3, 1956,  the  Department  is  authorized  to  ac¬ 
quire  land  by  purchase,  exchange,  or  otherwise,  but  that  law  contains 
this  provision : 

That  no  acquisition  shall  be  made  under  this  authority  unless  provision  is 
made  therefor  in  the  applicable  appropriation  or  other  law. 

This  requires,  in  effect,  that  every  time  money  is  appropriated  to  us 
for  building,  the  law  also  has  to  contain  specific  authority  to  acquire 
the  land. 

For  the  reasons  we  discussed  to  some  extent  under  section  1  we  don’t 
always  find  it  possible  to  do  that  in  that  the  people  do  not  have  author¬ 
ity  to  sell,  or,  if  they  do,  the  specific  language  has  not  contemplated 
this  particular  site  and  we  are  not  in  a  position  to  buy. 

Let  me  cite  two  examples. 

In  Iverrville,  Tex.,  we  have  a  research  station  working  on  screw 
worm,  among  other  things. 

A  little  time  ago  the  people  in  the  area  of  Iverrville  were  very  much 
interested  in  this  project  and  wanted  to  donate  to  us  a  site  on  which 
we  could  put  up  some  necessary  buildings. 

We  did  not  have  the  authority  to  accept  this  particular  site.  Hence, 
we  had  to  wait  until  the  1962  appropriation  to  get  this  thing  under 
way. 

Another  case  is  at  Columbia,  Mo.,  where  we  were  given  authority 
to  build  a  laboratory,  but  there  again  the  State  did  not  have  authority 
to  donate  it,  and  although  they  were  willing  to  sell  it  to  us  for  as  little 
as  $10  we  did  not  have  authority  to  make  this  $10  purchase  and  we 
again  had  to  await  passage  of  the  1962  Appropriation  Act  to  provide 
this  authority. 

The  legislation  which  is  now  proposed  would  authorize  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  acquire  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase  at  a  nominal 
cost. 

In  our  experience  this  nominal  cost  would  not  exceed  $100  in  any 
case. 

Mr.  Jones.  You  are  not  putting  that  limitation  in  the  bill  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  It  is  not  included  in  the  draft. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  Would  they  have  any  objection  to  a  dollar  limita¬ 
tion  being  put  in  there  ? 

Mr.  Spencer.  No,  sir. 
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Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  The  only  thing  I  can  see  is  exchange. 
You  have  some  problem  there.  I  don’t  see  exchange  in  there,  but  I 
think  you  mentioned  it. 

Mr.  Spencer.  That  would  be  brought  about  in  this  way :  The  re¬ 
strictive  provision,  which  I  had  mentioned  previously  as  contained  in 
the  act  of  August  3,  1956,  would  be  changed  to  read,  “No  acquisition 
by  purchase  at  other  than  a  nominal  maimer  shall  be  made  under  this 
authority  unless  there  is  specific  provision,”  which  would  mean  we 
would  be  free  to  acquire  by  purchase  or  exchange. 

Mr.  Jones.  Other  questions  ? 

Mr.  Dole.  You  would  have  no  objection,  then,  to  a  dollar  limitation  ? 

Mr.  Grant.  I  see  no  objection  to  a  limitation.  There  conceivably 
could  be  an  instance  where  it  might  run  over  $100.  We  have  not  had 
an  instance  of  its  running  over  that.  We  are  thinking  in  terms  of  this 
provision  giving  us  sufficient  latitude  so  that  if  it  ran  $200  we  still 
could  acquire  it. 

Mr.  Dole.  It  might  be  a  matter  of  protection  for  the  Department. 
If  somebody  jumped  on  you  saying  it  is  not  nominal  it  might  be 
protective. 

Mr.  Jones.  Other  questions? 

If  not,  let  us  go  to  section  No.  8. 

Mr.  Grant.  Section  8  of  the  bill  would  provide  authority  for  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  Department  to  advance  funds  to  the  Department’s  working 
capital  fund  for  needed  services  which  can  be  provided  most  effectively 
and  efficiently  by  a  central  service  unit. 

In  the  act  of  July  12,  1943,  the  Congress  established  a  working 
capital  fund  in  the  Department  with  an  authorized  capital  of  $400,000 
to  constitute  a  nonexpendable  fund  for  financing  certain  central  serv¬ 
ices  on  a  reimbursable  basis. 

These  services  consist  of  such  things  as  central  supply,  duplicating 
and  tabulating  services,  central  service  switchboard,  central  photo¬ 
copying  services  by  the  National  Agricultural  Laboratory,  and  still 
photographic  and  exhibit  services  in  the  Office  of  Information. 

These  services  are  centralized  at  one  point  in  the  Department  and 
financed  through  this  working  capital  fund,  and  then  the  agencies 
which  use  those  services  reimburse  the  fund  on  the  basis  of  the  actual 
cost  of  doing  the  particular  job. 

Over  the  years  costs  have  increased.  Originally  it  was  thought  that 
the  $400,000  appropriation  for  capital  would  be  adequate  to  enable 
us  to  turn  this  money  over  in  this  revolving  fund,  three  times  a  year. 

Since  then,  however,  costs  have  increased,  salary  costs  have  gone  up, 
costs  of  supplies  and  equipment  have  increased,  and  additional  cen¬ 
tral  services  have  increased  to  the  point  of  where  we  are  now  operating 
at  a  level  of  around  $3  million  a  year  for  all  of  these  various  activities. 

Now  the  Secretary  has  aproved  the  centralization  of  our  payroll 
activities  and  certain  other  administrative  activities  through  the  use 
of  automatic  data  processing  equipment  to  be  financed  through  the 
working  capital  fund. 

At  the  present  time  each  Bureau  and  agency  prepares  its  own  pay¬ 
roll  in  Washington  and  the  field.  There  are  some  87  separate  pay- 
rolling  offices. 

A  study  has  been  made,  and  we  f  ound  that  through  centralizing  all 
of  these  activities  in  one  place,  we  could  save  as  much  as  $1%  million 
a  year. 
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As  time  goes  on  undoubtedly  other  operations  can  be  put  on  this 
equipment  which  will  reflect  even  further  savings. 

As  a  result  of  these  more  economical,  centralized  activities,  the  cap¬ 
ital  of  the  fund  is  not  large  enough  to  enable  it  to  finance  them  ini¬ 
tially  subject  to  later  reimbursement.  Therefore,  instead  of  asking 
for  additional  funds  to  increase  the  capitalization  of  the  working 
capital  fund,  we  are  proposing  authority  here  to  make  advances  from 
the  various  agencies  of  the  Department  to  the  fund. 

These  advances  would  be  accounted  for  separately  and  would  be 
based  on  firm  orders  from  the  agencies  to  central  service  unit,  and 
then  at  the  end  of  the  year  any  funds  which  were  not  used  would  be 
refunded  to  the  proper  appropriation.  So  our  proposal  here  is  sim¬ 
ply  a  means  to  facilitate  the  financing  of  the  operations.  It  would 
not  result  in  any  additional  appropriations.  It  would  not  result  in 
any  increased  costs  to  the  agencies.  It  would,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
make  it  easier  and  simpler  for  the  Department  to  put  into  effect 
more  efficient  and  economical  centralized  operations. 

Each  appropriation  in  the  final  analysis  would  be  charged  only 
with  the  costs  of  the  services  preformed  or  the  supplies  furnished. 

There  are  other  examples  of  this  land  of  authority.  The  Forest 
Service  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  a  working  capital 
fund,  and  there  is  now  authority  for  that  fund  to  receive  advances 
in  connection  with  firm  orders  for  service.  There  are  working  capi¬ 
tal  funds  in  other  departments  and  agencies  which  have  authority  to 
receive  advances. 

We  believe  this  would  be  an  improvement  which  would  increase  the 
effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  central  services  of  the  type  required  by 
the  various  offices  and  agencies  within  the  Department  and  that  it 
would  help  to  eliminate  any  duplicate  types  of  services  in  the  various 
agencies. 

Mr.  Jones.  Questions? 

Mr.  Heimbueger.  Mr.  Grant,  is  this  working  capital  fund  used  to 
pay  salaries  or  is  it  only  for  purchase  of  equipment  and  supplies? 

Mr.  Grant.  It  is  for  all  kinds  of  expenses — salaries,  supplies,  equip¬ 
ment,  anything  that  is  needed  to  carry  out  that  central  service. 

For  instance,  in  the  central  duplicating  plant,  the  cost  of  salaries, 
paper,  ink,  machines  used,  and  so  forth,  are  all  paid  from  the  funds. 
Then  as  agencies  of  the  Department  require  mimeographing  services 
they  send  a  requisition  to  the  plant  and  then  they  pay  for  the  job. 

Instead  of  having  each  bureau  in  the  Department  with  its  own 
plant  for  mimeographing,  it  is  all  in  one  plant. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  My  only  question  involved  the  use  of  the  fund 
for  salaries.  I  was  not  quite  sure  whether  it  paid  for  the  whole  service 
operation  or  just  supplies  and  equipment. 

Mr.  Grant.  The  whole  service  operation. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  I  have  no  question  on  this  section.  I 
would  like  to  go  back  to  the  first  section. 

If  any  State  wants  an  experiment  station  they  ought  to  get  the 
State  legislation  in  on  it.  For  instance,  if  the  University  of  Wiscon¬ 
sin  is  going  to  get  a  new  building  paid  for  by  the  Federal  Government, 
it  sems  they  could  get  the  legislature  to  deed  the  property  to  the 
Federal  Government  and  we  wouldn’t  have  to  put  it  on  leased  prop¬ 
erty.  I  don’t  like  the  idea  of  doing  that. 
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Mr.  Spencer.  As  a  rule  there  is  no  difficulty  in  getting  the  legis¬ 
latures  to  approve  this  but  timing  sometimes  is  very  bad  because  the 
Governor  is  usually  not  anxious  to  call  a  special  session  of  the  legisla¬ 
ture  for  a  matter  such  as  this. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  We  are  getting  into  a  dangerous  situa¬ 
tion  when  we  have  a  Federal  building  on  leased  land.  The  building 
might  revert  to  the  State  eventually. 

Mr.  Spencer.  We  would  do  our  best  to  protect  against  that  by  ex¬ 
tremely  long-term  tenures. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  It  seems  States  are  always  anxious  to 
get  these  appropriations  to  put  up  buildings  and  have  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  come  in. 

Y ou  said  there  was  one  State  where  the  university  did  not  dare  go  to 
the  legislature.  What  State  was  that? 

Mr.  Spencer.  That  was  Idaho.  I  think  their  reluctance  was  not 
because  they  feared  the  legislature  would  not  give  the  authority  but 
because  they  frankly  didn’t  want  to  admit  they  lacked  authority. 

Mr.  Jones.  Anything  further? 

If  not,  we  thank  you  gentlemen  for  appearing  here  today. 

The  committee  will  stand  adjourned  until  further  call  of  the  Chair. 

(Whereupon  the  subcommittee  adjourned  at  12 :15  p.m.,  subject  to 
the  call  of  the  Chair.) 
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COOPERATION  WITH  STATES  IN  ENFORCEMENT  OF 
CERTAIN  FEDERAL  LAWS 


MONDAY,  AUGUST  27,  1962 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Departmental  Oversight  and 

Consumer  Relations  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.G. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10 :30  a.m.  in  room 
100-A,  George  Washington  Inn,  Hon.  Paul  C.  Jones  (chairman  of  the 
subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Jones,  Hagen  of  California,  Dole,  and 
Beermann. 

Also  present:  Hyde  Murray,  assistant  clerk;  John  Heimburger, 
counsel,  and  Lydia  Vacin,  staff  assistant. 

Mr.  Jones.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

The  subcommittee  will  consider  this  morning  H.R.  12802,  by  Mr. 
Smith,  of  Iowa,  and  H.R.  12947,  by  Mr.  Quie,  our  colleague. 

Our  first  witness  is  Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa.  He  will  make  a  statement 
for  the  record. 

(H.R.  12802  and  H.R.  12947,  together  with  the  report  of  the  De¬ 
partment,  follow:) 

[H.R.  12802,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States  in  administration  and  enforcement 

of  certain  Federal  laws 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  in  order  to  avoid  duplication  of  func¬ 
tions,  facilities,  and  personnel,  and  to  attain  closer  coordination  and  greater 
effectiveness  and  economy  in  administration  of  Federal  and  State  laws  and  regu¬ 
lations  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural  products  and  to  the  control  or 
eradication  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pests,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
is  hereby  authorized,  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  such  Federal  laws 
within  his  area  of  responsibility,  whenever  he  deems  it  feasible  and  in  the  public 
interest,  to  enter  into  cooperative  arrangements  with  State  departments  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  other  State  agencies  charged  with  the  administration  and  enforce¬ 
ment  of  such  State  laws  and  regulations  and  to  provide  that  any  such  State 
agency  which  has  adequate  facilities,  personnel,  and  procedures,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  may  assist  the  Secretary  in  the  administration  and  enforce¬ 
ment  of  such  Federal  laws  and  regulations  to  the  extent  and  in  the  manner  he 
deems  appropriate  in  the  public  interest. 

Further,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  coordinate  the  administration  of  such 
Federal  laws  and  regulations  with  such  State  laws  and  regulations  wherever 
feasible.  However,  nothing  herein  shall  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  under  any  Federal  law,  or  any  authority  to  cooperate  with  State 
agencies  or  other  agencies  or  persons  under  existing  provisions  of  law,  or  affect, 
any  restrictions  of  law  upon  such  cooperation. 
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[H.R.  12947,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States  in  administration  and  enforcement 

of  certain  Federal  laws 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  in  order  to  avoid  duplication  of  func¬ 
tions,  facilities,  and  personnel,  and  to  attain  closer  coordination  and  greater 
effectiveness  and  economy  in  administration  of  Federal  and  State  laws  and 
regulations  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural  products  and  to  the  control 
or  eradication  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pests,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  hereby  authorized,  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  such 
Federal  laws  within  his  area  of  responsibility,  whenever  he  deems  it  feasible  and 
in  the  public  interest,  to  enter  into  cooperative  arrangements  with  State  depart¬ 
ments  of  agriculture  and  other  State  agencies  charged  with  the  administration 
and  enforcement  of  such  State  laws  and  regulations  and  to  provide  that  any 
such  State  agency  which  has  adequate  facilities,  personnel,  and  procedures,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  may  assist  the  Secretary  in  the  administration  and 
enforcement  of  such  Federal  laws  and  regulations  to  the  extent  and  in  the 
manner  he  deems  appropriate  in  the  public  interest. 

Further,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  coordinate  the  administration  of  such 
Federal  laws  and  regulations  with  such  State  laws  and  regulations  wherever 
feasible.  However,  nothing  herein  shall  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  under  any  Federal  law,  or  any  authority  to  cooperate  with  State 
agencies  or  other  agencies  or  persons  under  existing  provisions  of  law,  or  affect 
any  restrictions  of  law  upon  such  cooperation. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  23, 1962. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  August  17,  1962,  re¬ 
questing  a  report  on  H.R.  12802,  a  bill  to  provide  further  for  cooperation  with 
States  in  administration  and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal  laws. 

The  bill  would  provide  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  with  State 
agencies  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  Federal  laws  and  regulations 
relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural  products  and  to  the  control  or  eradica¬ 
tion  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pests. 

This  Department  is  favorable  to  the  enactment  of  this  bill  because  it  will 
clarify  and  reemphasize  the  intent  of  Congress  on  the  subject  expressed  in  many 
Federal  statutes  enacted  over  several  decades  relating  to  these  programs  and 
activities. 

Though  many  of  the  present  statutes  now  authorize  cooperation  with  States, 
there  are  some  which  impose  restrictions  on  these  cooperative  activities,  and  in 
some  instances  the  statutes  are  silent  on  the  subject  of  cooperation.  Even  in 
such  latter  instances,  the  Department  has  assumed  that  its  general  authority 
permitted  cooperation  with  States  under  appropriate  circumstances,  and  many 
efforts  have  been  made  to  do  so. 

The  enactment  of  H.R.  12802  would  facilitate  the  review  of  policies  and  pro¬ 
cedures  in  Federal-State  relationships.  The  Secretary  would  continue  to  exer¬ 
cise  his  authority  to  provide  for  cooperation  with  the  States  and  others  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  Department  programs  whenever  he  finds  that  such  action  would  be 
feasible  and  in  the  public  interest. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presenta¬ 
tion  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  NEAL  SMITH,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  IOWA 

Mr.  Smith.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  I  have  a  short  statement. 
First  of  all,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  having  the  hearing  and  inviting 
us  here. 

I  would  mention  that  this  bill  is  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  pro¬ 
viding  closer  cooperation  between  the  agencies  in  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  those  of  the  various  States  insofar  as  agriculture  is  con¬ 
cerned.  Actually,  I  think  that  probably  the  majority  of  the  services 
that  have  been  added  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  recent 
years  are  consumer  services  and  processor  services,  and  the  very 
nature  of  these  services  are  such  that  the  Federal  Government  could 
not  possibly  do  the  full  job  even  if  they  wanted  to,  and  so  it  seems 
that  the  most  efficient  and  economical  way  and  the  most  adequate  way 
to  render  these  services,  in  many  instances,  is  for  the  States  to  do 
them  ttnd  then  to  be  reimbursed  by  the  Federal  Government  for  the 
part  that  really  is  a  national  or  Federal  benefit,  rather  than  just  a 
State  benefit. 

The  Federal  Government  could  not  cover,  for  example,  all 
slaughtering  plants  which  need  meat  inspection.  The  jurisdiction 
could  not  cover  all  of  the  slaughterhouses,  but  the  State  govern¬ 
ment,  could  have  an  adequate  law  to  cover  some  of  them  and  they 
could  get  reimbursement  for  the  part  which  serves  a  national  interest. 

The  bill  provides  the  authority  to  cooperate  with  these  agencies. 
I  believe  this  is  the  intent  of  Congress  in  many  statutes.  Although 
there  are  some  statutes  that  are  silent  on  this. 

We  all  know  the  problems  that  have  been  created  in  the  last  10 
or  15  years  by  decisions  relative  to  the  no  man’s  land.  And 
this,  of  course,  would  also  make  sure  that  there  would  not  be  any 
no  man’s  land  created  with  regard  to  some  of  the  Federal  legislation 
in  this  area. 

I  have  introduced  during  this  session  two  bills,  H.R.  7S71  and 
H.R.  12382,  which  deal  with  meat  inspection  services,  and  covering  the 
slaughtering  industry.  And  I  have  found  that  one  of  the  chief  ob¬ 
jections  is  the  possible  duplication  within  the  Federal  and  State 
Governments. 

I  know  that  the  same  kind  of  duplication  exists  to  some  extent  in 
inspecting  grain.  To  some  extent  this  has  been  overcome  due  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Charter  which  was 
given  authority  to  do  this;  for  example,  in  a  few  cases  where  it  has 
employed  the  State  agency  on  a  reimbursement  basis,  they  have  hired 
the  State  agency  to  do  some  of  the  inspection. 

This  is  the  same  kind  of  thing  that  could  be  done  with  regard  to 
some  of  the  other  areas. 

That  is  all  I  have  at  this  time,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just  think  this 
is  the  kind  of  legislation  that  could  not  do  any  harm.  I  see  great 
benefits  that  would  flow  from  it  if  the  States  want  to  cooperate. 

I  have  a  statement  which  I  should  like  to  have  made  a  part  of  the 
record. 

Mr.  Jones.. It  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 
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(The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Smith  follows :) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Neal  Smith,  a  Representative  in  Congress  From  the 

State  of  Iowa 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill,  H.R.  12802,  has  been  introduced  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  closer  cooperation  between  regulatory  and  service  agencies  in  the 
Federal  Department  of  Agriculture  and  those  of  the  various  States. 

The  bill  provides  that  the  Secretary  has  the  authority  to  cooperate  with 
State  or  other  agencies  under  present  law,  and  this  bill  will  result  in  clarifying 
the  intent  of  Congress  as  expressed  in  many  statutes  that  have  been  passed 
over  the  last  several  years  affecting  the  marketing  of  agriculture  products  and 
the  control  or  eradication  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pests. 

I  have  introduced  during  this  Congress  two  bills,  H.R.  7871  and  H.R.  12382, 
which  would  bring  Federal  meat  inspection  to  hundreds  of  slaughtering  and 
meat-processing  plants  not  presently  covered,  many  of  which  are  slaughtering 
and  marketing  meat  from  diseased  and  sick  animals. 

In  discussing  the  meat  inspection  legislation  with  representatives  of  the 
meatpacking  industry,  one  of  the  chief  objections  raised  was  the  possible  dupli¬ 
cation  of  effort  in  meat  inspection  in  those  States  which  have  enacted  responsible 
meat  inspection  legislation. 

This  bill  would  not  only  give  leadership  in  this  movement  toward  closer  co¬ 
operation  between  the  Federal  and  State  agencies,  but  it  will  also  serve  to  in¬ 
spire  the  States  which  have  lagged  in  their  responsibilities  in  many  of  these 
areas  to  enact  responsible  legislation  and  promulgate  reasonable  regulations  and 
employ  competent  personnel. 

At  the  present  time,  I  have  no  figures  on  the  approximate  savings  which  will 
result  from  the  enactment  of  this  legislation,  but  where  duplication  of  effort  is 
avoided,  it  will  save  either  the  State  or  Federal  Government  or  both,  or  will  re¬ 
sult  in  increased  services  with  the  same  personnel.  I  cannot  see  harm  resulting 
and  can  visualize  a  spur  to  increased  cooperation  and  efficiency. 

Mr.  Jones.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Smith. 

Are  there  any  questions  that  anyone  cares  to  ask  Mr.  Smith? 

Mr.  Heimburger.  Mr.  Smith,  I  take  it  from  your  testimony  that 
your  bill  includes  the  Meat  Inspection  Act,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Smith.  Yes.  I  know  that  you  are  probably  referring  to  the 
fact  that  it  specifically  states  “marketing  of  agricultural  products  and 
to  the  control  or  eradication  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pests.” 
It  also  says,  “In  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  such  Federal 
laws  within  his  area  of  responsibility,”  and  meat  inspection  is  one. 

I  think  it  might  be  made  more  clear  because  it  does  detail  certain 
things  and,  apparently,  leave  out  others. 

Is  that  what  you  are  referring  to? 

Mr.  Heimburger.  It  is  your  understanding  that  the  terms  of  the 
bill  as  you  have  introduced  would  include  the  meat  inspection  pro¬ 
gram  ? 

Mr.  Smith.  Yes,  at  least  proposed  extensions  of  the  program. 

Mr.  Jones.  It  would  be  broad  enough  to  include  that? 

Mr.  Heimburger.  That  is  correct.  Suppose  that  the  Secretary  in 
its  administration  chose  to  take  advantage  of  the  authority  in  the 
bill,  in  connection  with  meat  inspection,  then  is  my  assumption  correct 
that  having  found  that  a  State  meat  inspection  agency  has  adequate 
procedures  in  carrying  out  the  inspection,  he  would  authorize  it  to 
make  it  a  Federal  inspection — is  this  correct — so  that  the  inspection 
would  be  by  the  State  through  such  an  agency,  and  for  legal  purposes 
it  would  have  Federal  sanction  ? 

Mr.  Smith.  Yes.  He  can  contract  to  reimburse  them  or  to  have 
them  do  the  job  for  him. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  Thank  you.  That  is  all  I  have. 
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Mr.  Smith.  In  connection  with  that,  if  the  inspection  is  to  be  ex¬ 
tended,  it  would  not  be  possible  to  have  it  all  done  by  the  Federal 
Government  or  for  us  to  try  to  cover  every  little  plant,  and  we  should 
not  try  to  do  that.  It  is  more  important  that  it  be  done  adequately  by 
the  State. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  Excuse  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  one  more  ques¬ 
tion. 

Of  course,  if  the  inspection  was  by  a  State  agency  to  which  the  au¬ 
thority  has  been  delegated  by  the  Secretary,  I  assume  that  it  and  the 
inspected  plant  would  have  to  comply  with  all  of  the  Federal  laws 
and  regulations  with  respect  to  meat  inspection  just  as  though  it  were 
meat  inspection  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Smith.  To  be  very  specific,  I  understand  that  in  New  York 
City  it  is  more  difficult  to  comply  with  the  city  law  than  it  is  with  the 
Federal  law.  In  that  particular  case,  if  this  is  correct,  then  they 
could  contract  to  have  the  Federal  part  performed  or  reimbursed  for 
the  Federal  share  instead  of  having  duplicate  services. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  In  the  State  of  California  we  have  a  very 
fine  State  meat  inspection  system. 

Mr.  Smith.  Yes,  they  have. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Before  the  meat  can  move  in  interstate 
commerce  it  has  to  have  Federal  inspection,  Mr.  Smith. 

I  would  expect  that  under  the  provisions  of  your  bill  the  State 
inspector  would  be  delegated  as  the  Federal  inspector  to  go  into  the 
Federal  plants  to  inspect,  but  I  do  not  think  that  you  could  clear  the 
hurdle  of  the  State  licensed  plants  being  able  to  ship  in  interstate 
commerce  or  to  a  Federal  Government  purchaser. 

That  is  what  we  in  California  would  like  to  have.  I  do  not  think 
that  the  bill  would  go  that  far.  Do  you  know  whether  it  would,  Mr. 
Heimburger  ? 

Mr.  Heimburger.  I  do  not  think  that  this  bill  would  change  the  basic 
requirement  of  the  law  with  respect  to  the  plants  which  may  obtain 
Federal  meat  inspection,  as  to  the  type  of  facilities  these  plants  must 
have  and  other  things  that  they  must  do. 

In  other  words,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  would  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  delegate  to  the  State  of  California  meat  inspec¬ 
tion  service  authority  to  make  Federal  inspections  in  California.  I  do 
not  think  it  would  federalize,  so  to  speak,  plants  which  are  now  receiv¬ 
ing  State  inspection,  unless  those  plants  applied  for  and  were  eligible 
for  Federal  inspection  under  the  existing  provisions  of  the  law. 

Mr.  Smith.  It  could  not  extend  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  pro¬ 
visions  to  the  plant  which  was  in  intrastate  commerce  under  that 
section  of  the  law. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  That  would  be  my  assumption. 

Mr.  IIagen  of  California.  The  people  in  California  want  State 
inspection  to  qualify  the  meat  for  Federal  movement. 

Mr.  Smith.  If  it  is  within  a  plant  that,  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Federal  Government  the  Secretary  would  not  reimburse  them 
for  the  inspection  in  that  particular  plant. 

I  might  also  mention  that  on  page  2,  line  13,  it  states  that  nothing 
herein  shall  “affect”  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
I  really  believe  that  word,  probably,  should  be  changed  to  “limits,”  be¬ 
cause  if  you  do  not  “affect”  the  jurisdiction  in  any  way  that,  in  effect, 
it  seems  to  me  sort  of  nullifies  the  entire  bill.  That  is,  if  you  do  not 
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affect  the  jurisdiction  by  giving  him  an  additional  authority  to  co¬ 
operate  with  the  State. 

Mr.  Jones.  You  are  trying  to  affect  the  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Smith.  That  is  right.  I  think  that  word  should  be  “limits.” 

Mr.  Allen.  I  think  that  word  appears  in  one  other  place. 

Mr.  Smith.  It  does,  in  line  16. 

Mr.  J ones.  Are  there  any  other  questions  ? 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  I  have  one  more  question. 

On  page  1,  line  6,  you  refer  to  agricultural  products.  That  includes 
animal  products,  does  it  not  ?  • 

Mr.  Smith.  Yes. 

Mr.  Beermann.  In  what  way  will  this  affect  dual  grading  ? 

Mr.  Smith.  I  would  say  that  it  would  not  affect  the  regulations  or 
the  law,  either  one.  On  the  other  hand,  if  some  State  had  an  inspec¬ 
tor,  someone  who  was  doing  dual  grading,  and  was  doing  it  on  the 
same  basis  as  the  regulations  provide,  he  could  be  delegated  to  do  it 
for  the  F ederal  Government,  too,  but  I  think  that  your  question  refers, 
basically,  to  whether  it  will  affect  dual  grading.  It  has  no  effect  on 
that. 

Mr.  Beermann.  Yes.  Would  there  be  a  limit  here  to  stop  dual 
grading  ? 

Mr.  Smith.  This  is  something  I  am  interested  in,  because  Iowa 
produces  a  large  percentage  of  red  meat  of  the  United  States.  I  am 
very  much  interested  in  grading.  I  have  tried  to  study  this  thing. 
And  I  cannot  say,  because  I  am  not  sure  whether  I  am  for  it  or  against 
it.  I  think  I  am  for  the  objective,  but  I  am  not  sold  on  it. 

Mr.  Beermann.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  I  would  like  to  raise  another  point,  al¬ 
though  I  am  not  trying  to  prolong  this. 

With  a  little  additional  language  I  think  that  you  might  resolve  an¬ 
other  problem.  In  many  instances  your  State  employees  might  be  re¬ 
tired  Federal  civil  servants.  We  could  spell  out  in  this  the  fact  that 
if  they  were  included  in  a  cooperative  arrangement  this  would  not 
vitiate  any  of  their  rights  as  retirees  in  the  Federal  service.  I  would 
like  to  see  the  situation  where  a  State  could  establish  a  federally  ap¬ 
proved  cotton-classing  service  making  use  of  retired  Federal  cotton 
classers  inasmuch  as  cotton  classers  are  in  short  suppdy. 

For  example,  if  it  could  be  written  into  the  bill  some  language 
against  vitiating  any  retirement  rights,  I  can  see  where  California 
might  be  able  to  pick  up  retired  cotton  classers  and  use  them  for 
that  work. 

Do  you  object  to  any  such  language  ? 

Mr.  Smith.  I  think  that  this  language  would  have  to  be  in  such  a 
way  as  to  cover  that,  because  if  you  did  not,  then  you  would  be,  in 
effect,  saying  that  anyone  who  is  reimbursed  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  becomes  a  Federal  employee. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  In  effect,  they  would  be  performing  a 
Federal  service.  It  would  be  a  question  whether  they  were,  in  effect, 
Federal  employees. 

Mr.  Smith.  It  is  not  the  intent  of  the  bill  to  make  the  State  em¬ 
ployees  Federal  employees  just  because  the  State  is  reimbursed  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  If  you  could  spell  that  out  in  the  bill,  if 
there  is  no  objection,  it  would  be  very  good. 
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Mr.  Jones.  We  can  take  that  up  when  we  get  to  discussing  the  bill. 

Are  there  any  other  questions  of  Mr.  Smith  ? 

If  not,  we  will  hear  now  from  Mr.  Byron  Allen,  Special  Assistant 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

STATEMENT  OF  BYRON  G.  ALLEN,  SPECIAL  ASSISTANT  TO  THE 

SECEETAEY  OF  AGEICTJLTTJRE  AND  LIAISON  WITH  STATE  DE¬ 
PARTMENTS  OF  AGRICULTURE,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRI¬ 
CULTURE 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I 
think  the  bill  sort  of  speaks  for  itself,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will  give  you 
a  little  background  on  it.  I  think  it  might  help  to  answer  some  of 
the  questions. 

The  idea  for  the  introduction  of  this  bill  came  from  the  National 
Association  of  State  Departments  of  Agriculture.  And  the  original 
rough  draft,  Mr.  Hagen,  was  by  Mr.  W.  J.  Kuhrt  of  your  California 
State  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Deputy  Director  in  your  State. 

This  draft  made  by  Mr.  Kuhrt  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Committee  of  the  National  Association  of  State  Departments  of 
Agriculture.  It  was  taken  to  the  Secretary’s  office,  and  Ids  staff,  and 
then  submitted  to  the  Office  of  the  General  Counsel.  And,  as  the  reply 
by  Secretary  F reeman  indicates,  as  sent  to  Chairman  Cooley,  the  De¬ 
partment  backs  this  bill. 

I  might  interject  here  that  my  position  in  the  Department  is  as 
Assistant  to  the  Secretary,  and  as  liaison  with  the  State  departments 
of  agriculture  and  regulatory  agencies. 

There  are  a  great  many  fields  in  which  the  Federal  Government, 
or  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  works  in  a  cooperative  man¬ 
ner  with  State  departments  of  agriculture.  And  this  comes  about  by 
the  language  in  Federal  statutes  that  have  been  passed,  decade  after 
decade,  over  a  long  period  of  years. 

Some  of  the  Federal  statutes  relative  to  controls  and  the  eradication 
of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pests,  and  those  that  have  to  do  with 
consmner  protection  and  farmer  protection,  in  terms  of  regulatory 
work  on  agricultural  products,  have  been  passed  over  a  long  period  of 
years. 

The  language  is  different  in  almost  every  piece  of  legislation. 
There  is  no  uniform  policy  as  between  agencies  in  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  State  agencies. 

The  Secretary,  and  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  as 
well  as  the  State  departments  of  agriculture,  thought  it  easier  to  get 
a  new  expression  from  the  Congress  backing  up  this  policy  set  up  over 
a  long  period  of  years.  And  it  has  been  the  interpretation  of  some 
of  the  legal  authorities  in  the  States,  particularly,  the  General  Coun¬ 
sel’s  office,  that  this  particular  bill  is  broad  enough  to  cover  most  of 
the  items  and  problems  currently  affecting  this  cooperative  effort 
between  the  States  and  the  Federal  Government. 

I  cite  to  you  the  fact  that  the  Fruit  and  Vegetable  Branch  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
has  long  had  a  very  good  relationship  with  the  States.  We  do  not 
superimpose  Federal  inspection  and  grading  on  States,  or  States  on 
Federal.  Wherever  the  State  has  comparable  rules,  regulations,  and 
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qualified  personnel  and  the  Federal  Government  exercises  its  super¬ 
visory  aspects  of  the  work  with  the  State  departments  of  agriculture. 
And  that  is  frequently  held  up  as  a  prime  example  of  good  State- 
Federal  cooperation. 

In  that  case,  in  the  fruits  and  vegetables,  there  are  people  brought 
in  on  a  seasonal  basis,  as  they  are  in  the  cotton  situation  in  Mississippi. 
The  feeling  of  those  who  are  responsible  for  this  bill  is  that  this  can 
lead  to  a  more  adequate  and  perhaps  a  more  economical  administra¬ 
tion  of  regulatory  laws.  That  is  the  primary  interest. 

The  bill  has  been  introduced  in  the  Senate,  and  I  think  it  will  come 
up  before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  on  Wednesday  of  this 
week  at  their  next  regular  meeting.  And  we  are  pleased,  of  course, 
that  the  bill  has  made  progress  on  the  House  side.  It  is  immaterial  to 
us  which  one  passes  the  bill  first. 

There  has  been  no  controversy  on  the  bill  to  date,  either  raised  by 
the  States  or  any  of  the  agencies  or  the  policy  people  in  the  TJ.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture.  It  has  all  been  in  favor  of  it. 

I  would  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions,  or  to  make  any  further 
statement  that  is  desired. 

Mr.  Jones.  Relative  to  the  suggestion  made  by  Mr.  Smith  about  the 
amendment,  to  use  the  word  “limit”  rather  than  the  word  “affect,” 
in  the  few  places  in  the  bill,  what  do  you  think  about  that? 

Mr.  Allen.  Certainly,  I  think  that  would  be  a  desirable  amendment. 
I  might  ask  Mr.  Ballentine  about  that. 

Mr.  Jones.  We  will  have  him  here  in  just  a  minute. 

Mr.  Allen.  All  right.  He  happens  to  be  an  attorney  and  I  am  not. 
I  think  the  word  “limits”  would  improve  the  bill. 

Mr.  Jones.  Are  there  any  other  questions  ? 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  I  would  like  to  ask  another  question  about 
this  point  that  I  brought  up  about  the  status  of  the  State  employee 
who  is  working  under  a  Federal  responsibility,  in  terms  of  the  retire¬ 
ment  problem  I  mentioned.  I  can  see  where  it  might  have  some  place 
in  the  situation. 

Mr.  Allen.  I  am  not  sure  that  it  would  be  safe  for  me  to  try  to 
answer  that  question.  I  can  say  this,  that  I  am  familiar  with  the 
question,  having  been*  a  State  commissioner  of  agriculture.  I  am 
familiar  with  the  men  in  the  State  service  who  wear  two  hats,  a  Federal 
and  State  hat,  representing  both  the  Federal  and  State  Governments, 
as  in  the  case  of  the  Fruit  and  Vegetable  Inspection  Service.  There  is- 
a  long  history  of  the  arrangement  where  these  men  are  employed  by 
the  State  or  they  are  employed  by  the  Federal  Government,  and  they 
are  paid  out  of  the  trust  fund  arrangement  usually  held,  I  believe, 
in  the  treasury  of  the  State. 

These  funds  go  into  the  State  treasury.  The  Federal  share  is 
remitted  on  the  basis  of  an  agreement  between  the  State  and  Federal 
Governments.  In  some  instances  this  is  a  Federal  trust  fund.  In 
that  case  the  State  is  reimbursed  by  the  Federal  Government  and  the 
identity  of  the  State  and  Federal  employees  is  kept  intact  in  this 
manner. 

In  the  instances  where  I  have  observed  a  retired  State  employee  or 
a  retired  Federal  employee  who  comes  in  as  a  relief  man  or  comes 
in  to  take  up  the  slack  in  a  heavy  season  of  inspection,  these  men 
have  been  protected  by  the  watchful  eye  of  the  Administrator  in  the 
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State  and  the  Federal  Government  and  he  does  not  run  afoul  of  the 
civil  service  retirement  features. 

This  is  just  a  general  observation.  I  would  not  be  able  to  interpret 
that. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  It  is  a  fact  that  a  retired  Federal  em¬ 
ployee,  if  he  goes  back  into  Federal  service,  has  the  retirement  sus¬ 
pended  or  something  like  that;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  Allen.  He  gets  what  ? 

Mr.  H  agen  of  California.  He  gets  his  retirement  payment  sus¬ 
pended  while  he  is  back  on  the  Federal  payroll. 

Mr.  Allen.  Yes.  But  if  he  should  go  back  on  the  State  payroll  I 
think  that  situation  is  different.  Am  I  correct  in  that? 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  If  he  is  reimbursed  in  part  by  the  Federal 
Government  does  he  lose  any  benefits  ?  You  know  that  there  has  been 
a  ruling  on  that,  or  has  there — do  you  know? 

Mr.  Jones.  Would  that  not  be  a  case  of  reimbursing  the  State, 
rather  than  the  individual  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  Yes.  They  reimburse  the  State.  Then  the  State,  in 
turn,  pays  the  employee. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Do  you  know  whether  there  is  a  ruling 
on  this  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  Well,  there  is  a  retired  civil  service  man  with  me  now 
who  is  familiar  with  this  general  problem,  Mr.  Newell.  He  worked 
with  the  Federal  Department  for  many  years.  He  worked  in  the 
Crop  and  Livestock  Service,  which  is  another  instance  of  a  very 
splendid  cooperative  effort  on  the  part  of  the  State  and  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernments.  Maybe  Mr.  Newell  could  answer  your  question. 

STATEMENT  OF  S.  R.  NEWELL 

Mr.  Newell.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members,  your  assumption  that 
Federal  employees  would  have  to  go  off  of  retirement  to  take  Federal 
money  is  not  correct.  In  an  instance  where  he  is  employed  by  the 
State,  I  think  that  there  is  a  point  here,  that  if  the  State  is  reimbursed, 
the  money  becomes  State  funds.  That  I  could  not  be  sure  about,  but  I 
would  think  that  it  would  be  considered  State  money ;  and,  therefore, 
out  of  the  Federal.  It,  does  not  affect  his  retirement.  It  is  a  good 
point  and  one  that  I  think  that  somebody  else  should  have  to  answer 
from  the  legal  standpoint  to  make  certain. 

Mr.  Jones.  We  will  have  Mr.  Heimburger  look  into  that. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  I  would  like  to  get  an  answer  to  that.  I 
can  see  where  this  might  be  valuable  in  the  cotton  situation.  As  you 
know,  there  are  these  people  who  are  needed.  The  profession,  cer¬ 
tainly,  is  dying  out.  These  older  people  have  retired  from  the  F ederal 
service.  They  like  the  work,  but  they  do  not  want  the  work  if  it  will 
affect  their  retirement  payments.  This  might  be  a  vehicle  for  improv¬ 
ing  that  situation. 

Mr.  Jones.  Why  do  we  not  go  on  with  the  hearing,  and  then  Mr. 
Heimburger  can  look  into  it  later.  We  can  always  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  when  it  gets  to  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  Allen.  I  would  like  to  add  this  one  word :  The  State  depart¬ 
ments  of  agriculture  named  a  committee,  and  Secretary  Freeman 
has  approved  a  counterpart  agency  committee,  people  in  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture,  to  make  an  exploration  of  all  of  these 
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areas  where  the  State  and  Federal  Governments,  as  a  general  rule, 
attempt  to  accomplish  the  same  purpose  in  marketing  inspection, 
plant  disease,  animal  eradication  and  quarantine,  and  the  like,  to  find 
those  areas  where  they  can  work  in  greater  cooperation  than  they  are 
now,  to  improve  the  service  and/or  lessen  the  expense  of  the  Federal 
and  State  agencies. 

It  has  just  been  felt  that  the  passage  of  this  bill  would  give  a  modern 
and  fresh  blessing  to  this  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Jones.  Mr.  Beermann. 

Mr.  Beermann.  Will  it  take  any  additional  personnel  because  of 
this  bill  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  Not  necessarily;  no.  We  do  know  that  in  some  fields 
of  regulatory  work  adequate  work  is  being  done  there.  In  some  areas 
we  are  not  doing  adequate  work.  You  could  not  make  a  flat  state¬ 
ment  that  in  no  case  this  exploration  would  show  that  no  additional 
personnel  at  the  State  or  Federal  level  might  not  be  needed.  On  the 
other  hand,  there  are  instances  where  the  Federal  has  superimposed 
a  service  on  top  of  that  of  the  State,  resulting  in  some  duplication. 
In  those  instances  the  likelihood,  perhaps,  is  that  we  could  reduce 
some  personnel  by  better  cooperative  effort  and  still  do  an  adequate 
job. 

Mr.  Beermann.  If  this  condition  existed  it  would  reduce  the  Fed¬ 
eral  or  the  State  personnel  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  It  could  result  in  either  or  both.  There  are  so  many 
fields  in  which  the  State  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  or  other 
regulatory  agencies  and  the  Federal  engage  in  the  same  or  similar 
activities  that  a  flat  answer  would  just  be  simply  incorrect. 

Mr.  Beermann.  This  language  in  line  13,  on  page  2  of  the  bill 
“that  nothing  herein  shall  affect,”  or  changing  the  word  “affect”  to 
“limit,”  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary,  would  this  mean  that  the 
State  personnel  would  be  eliminated  and  the  Federal  personnel  take 
precedence  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  That  is  not  the  interpretation  that  has  ever  been  placed 
on  this  bill  in  the  studies  that  have  been  made  in  the  General  Counsel’s 
office  or  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  went  over  this  legislation 
and  passed  favorably  upon  it.  I  cannot  see  that  the  general  effect 
of  it  would  be  that  way. 

Mr.  Smith.  May  I  interject  here? 

Mr.  Jones.  Yes. 

Mr.  Smith.  This  paragraph  is  intended  to  mean  that  nothing  herein 
shall  limit  the  jurisdiction  to  cooperate.  It  does  not  mean  to  extend 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Department.  This  is  with  regard  to 
cooperation. 

Mr.  Jones.  Are  there  any  other  questions  ? 

Mr.  Heimburger. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be 
helpful  to  the  committee  if  we  might  have  from  the  Department  a 
list  of  those  areas  where  there  is  now  cooperation  between  the  Federal 
and  State  Governments,  such  as  might  be  established  under  this  bill 
and,  also,  a  list  of  those  areas  where  there  is  now  not  such  cooperation,, 
but  where  it  would  be  authorized. 

Mr.  J ones.  Can  you  furnish  those  lists  ? 
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Mr.  Allen.  That  would  take  a  long  period  of  research,  for  the  rea¬ 
son  that  the  50  States  vary  considerably  as  to  their  laws.  This  par¬ 
ticular  publication - 

Mr.  Heimburger.  Of  course- - 

Mr.  Allen.  In  October  of  1961,  is  a  directory  of  the  State  depart¬ 
ments  of  agriculture,  functions  and  services.  This  is  used  in  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture.  In  some  instances  it  includes  livestock 
sanitary  boards  and  public  health  departments,  et  cetera.  That  is 
on  each  page  dealing  with  the  State,  and  you  will  find  an  asterisk,  and 
this  asterisk  shows  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture-State  de- 
parments  of  agriculture  cooperative  programs.  These  are  the  pro¬ 
grams  that  now  exist,  and  this  publication  would  serve  the  best  of 
anything  that  is  readily  available.  It  will  show  the  fields  in  which  we 
now  have  a  degree  of  cooperation — not  identical  in  each  instance. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  I  think  that  our  interest  is  with  the  Federal  end 
of  it.  While  it  is  quite  true,  as  you  say,  that  all  of  these  States  have 
various  activities  and  that  they  would  be  in  there,  that  list  you  have 
in  hand,  yet,  nevertheless,  the  list  of  the  F ederal  regulatory  and  mar¬ 
keting  laws  in  which  there  is  now  a  degree  of  State  cooperation,  and 
a  list  of  those  in  which  there  is  not  State  cooperation  but  might  be 
under  this  particular  bill,  should  not  be  very  long. 

Mr.  Allen.  I  have  here  a  mimeographed  statement  entitled,  “Statu¬ 
tory  Provisions  Providing  for  Cooperation  With  State  and  Other 
Agencies  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,”  which  is  a  com¬ 
pilation  of  those  Federal  statutes  by  the  General  Counsel’s  office,  and 
very  likely  this  will,  to  a  large  degree,  answer  your  question. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  I  would  like  very  much  to  have  a  copy  of  that 
document.  I  still  wish,  however,  that  somebody  who  is  familiar  with 
the  programs  might  sit  down  and  make  a  list,  such  as  to  cover  grain 
inspection,  the  fruit  and  vegetable  inspection,  and  so  on,  in  which  there 
is  cooperation,  and  a  list  of  those,  such  as  meat  inspection  and  others, 
in  which  there  is  not  now  cooperation  but  where  there  might  be  under 
the  statute.  In  general,  it  is  this  area  that  I  should  like  information 
on.  I  think  that  might  be  helpful  to  the  committee,  because  this  ques¬ 
tion  will  be  asked  if  we  bring  this  to  the  floor. 

I  would  like  to  have  a  copy  of  the  document  you  mentioned. 

Mr.  Allen.  Yes,  certainly.  I  will  be  glad  to  leave  these  here  with 
the  chairman.  I  will  also  leave  this  particular  directory.  Of  course, 
we  can  furnish  more  copies. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  I  think  one  will  be  sufficient. 

Mr.  Jones.  I  think  the  one  is  all  that  we  need. 

Mr.  Allen.  All  right.  I  will  leave  this  material  with  you. 

Mr.  Jones.  Are  there  any  other  questions  of  Mr.  Allen  ? 

If  not,  thank  you,  Mr.  Allen. 

We  will  now  hear  from  Mr.  L.  Y.  Ballentine,  commissioner  of  agri¬ 
culture  for  the  State  of  North  Carolina. 

STATEMENT  OF  L.  Y.  BALLENTINE,  COMMISSIONER  OF  AGRICUL¬ 
TURE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

Mr.  Ballentine.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  committee, 
first,  I  want  to  endorse  what  Congressman  Smith  and  Mr.  Allen  have 
had  to  say  about  this  piece  of  legislation,  and  to  say  that  in  my  opin- 
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ion  it  does  not  really  introduce  any  new  procedures  or  philosophies  or 
relationship  between  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
several  departments  of  agriculture  and  other  agencies  which,  by  na¬ 
ture  of  their  responsibility,  have  some  working  relationship  with  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

I  am  sure  that  most  of  you  have  a  very  general  knowledge  of  the 
fact  that  many  of  the  State  departments  of  agriculture  have  numer¬ 
ous  agreements  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  in  carrying 
out  many  functions.  There  are  varying  degrees  of  cooperation,  as 
well  as  many  variances  in  the  type  of  agreements  that  are  drawn  up 
with  the  several  States,  maybe,  to  get  the  same  job  done.  There  are 
some  reasons  for  that  in  many  cases  too  numerous  to  mention  here 
but,  certainly,  I  am  not  being  critical  when  I  state  that  there  are  many 
different  variations  in  relationship  or  in  agreements.  And  I  think 
what  we  are  talking  about  here  is  not  necessarily  placing  the  Federal 
responsibility  on  the  States,  or  the  State  responsibility  on  the  Federal 
Government  but,  rather,  a  Federal-State  program,  or  the  expansion 
of  the  Federal-State  program  that  will  affect  the  economy  and  the 
efficiency  and  enable  the  State  and  the  Federal  Government,  working 
together,  to  render  better  service  to  the  people  than  they  are  able  to  do 
individually. 

In  connection  with  your  question,  Congressman  Hagen,  the  em¬ 
ployees  in  our  State  that  are  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  the 
actual  grading  of  fruits  and  vegetables  are  considered  Federal  em¬ 
ployees,  and  are  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Federal 
employees. 

However,  there  are  a  number  of  employees  in  our  department  who 
work  with  the  fruit  and  vegetable  program  that  are  on  the  State  pay¬ 
roll  and  are  not  in  any  way  affected  by  the  retirement  regulation  deal¬ 
ing  with  Federal  employees. 

For  example,  the  grain  program  on  which  we  have  an  agreement 
with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  to  carry  out  the  Federal 
grading,  all  of  their  personnel  is  on  the  State  payroll,  and  none  of 
them  are  subject  to  the  restrictions  or  the  provisions  of  the  personnel 
of  the  Federal  regulation.  So  you  see  that  it  can  be  worked  either 
way.  ... 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  May  I  ask  you  a  question  at  this  point? 

Mr.  Ballentine.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  To  what  extent  are  these  inspectors  in 
the  grain  program  either  paid  in  whole  or  in  part  by  the  Federal 
Goverment  directly  or  by  Federal  funds  paid  to  the  State,  and  to 
what  extent  are  their  activities  governed  by  Federal  rules? 

Mr.  Ballentine.  Well,  our  feed  and  grain  inspectors  are  licensed 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  And  in  the  carrying  out 
of  their  responsibilities  they  are  governed  by  the  Federal  rules,  in¬ 
sofar  as  the  grades  and  procedures  are  concerned  but,  otherwise,  they 
are  under  the  authority  of  the  State — they  are  on  the  State  payroll — 
and  are  considered  wholly  State  employees. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Are  they  in  any  way  in  any  part  paid  by 
the  Federal  Government,  or  does  the  State  alone  pay  for  their 
activity  ? 

Mr.  Ballentine.  No,  sir;  this  is  an  agreement  by  which  they  are 
paid.  In  some  States  there  may  be,  but  in  this  case - 
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Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Basically,  you  are  providing  a  service  to 
your  farmers  and  all  the  Federal  Government  does  is  to  recognize 
the  competence  of  these  employees? 

Mr.  Ballentine.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  For  the  purpose  of  getting  tins  Federal 
approval  ? 

Mr.  Ballentine.  They  are  required  to  take  the  examination  and 
to  be  licensed  by  the  Federal  Government,  and  then  they  have  the 
authority  and  responsibility  of  grading  and  placing  the  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  grade  label  on  the  products  which  they  inspect. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Neither  you,  the  State,  nor  they  are  paid 
by  the  Federal  Government? 

Mr.  Ballentine.  No. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Do  you  know  of  any  case  where  you  have 
retired  Federal  employees  engaged  in  this  work  that  their  retirement 
has  been  affected  ? 

Mr.  Ballentine.  No  ;  I  do  not  think  that  we  have  such  a  case. 

Mr.  Jones.  Do  you  have  a  question,  Mr.  Dole  ? 

Mr.  Dole.  Yes. 

I  had  a  question  asked  me  this  last  week  when  I  was  home  from  a 
member  of  our  State  grain  inspection  department. 

As  I  understand  it  under  this  new  sedimentation  test  procedure 
for  wheat,  State  employees  are  not  allowed  to  take  the  test  as  they 
have  done  in  the  past.  They  have  been  required  to  pay  the  Federal 
Government  some  $20,000  to  run  the  sedimentation  tests  because  of 
some  quirk  in  the  regulation.  We  have  the  personnel  and  the  equip¬ 
ment  and  everything  else  in  the  State  of  Kansas  to  do  these  things. 

Is  this  what  we  are  getting  into  hgre  in  this  type  of  cooperation  ? 

Mr.  Ballentine.  I  do  not  see  that  this  would  be  involved  in  this 
particular  piece  of  legislation.  This  has  been  in  the  making  for  a 
long  time.  I  did  not  know  it  had  reached  that  point  to  which  you 
refer,  but  that  is  on  the  basis  of  the  Federal  jurisdiction  and  not  on 
the  basis  of  anything  that  the  State  may  be  doing  or  saying  in  that 
regard. 

Mr.  Dole.  Up  to  this  year  they  have  always  worked  on  it.  The 
Federal,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  would  cooperate  with 
the  State  grain  inspection  department  to  avoid  duplication  of  effort, 
duplication  of  equipment,  but  now  this  year  in  Kansas  we  are  re¬ 
quired  to  pay  some  $20,000  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  as  I  understand  it,  for  running 
these  sedimentation  tests  on  wheat. 

Mr.  Ballentine.  We  have  not  been  notified  of  that.  However, 
since  we  are  a  minor  wheat-producing  area  and  are  not  required  to 
deal  with  that,  we  would  probably  not  know  as  much  about  that  as 
you  do. 

However,  there  is  a  growing  tendency  on  the  part  of  some  branches 
of  the  Federal  Government  to  move  in  in  areas  where  the  Federal- 
State  programs  have  heretofore  been  sufficient,  apparently. 

Mr.  Smith.  May  I  respond  to  that  ? 

Mr.  Jones.  Yes. 

Mr.  Smith.  Kansas  is  a  prime  example,  I  think,  of  cooperation 
between  the  Federal  and  State  Governments  in  the  inspection  of 
grain  that  is  in  State-licensed  warehouses  where  it  is  Commodity 
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Credit  Corporation  grain.  This  is  under  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  charter.  I  would  suggest  that  possibly  the  sedimentation 
tests  may  come  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  or  some 
other  department.  And  so  if  that  is  the  case,  as  I  think  it  is,  this 
would  specifically  come  within  the  scope  of  this  bill  because  it  would 
authorize  the  cooperation  necessary  whether  it  is  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  or  any  other  department  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Dole.  Our  grain  inspection  department  is  completely  competent 
and  qualified  and  have  the  technicians  available,  but.  are  told  they 
can  no  longer  do  the  testing  or  use  certain  types  of  moisture  test 
equipment  for  next  year,  and  that  they  will  have  to  replace  present 
equipment.  Every  elevator  as  I  understand  it  will  have  to  buy  new 
moisture  testing  equipment,  which  has  caused  quite  a  lot  of  concern 
in  our  area. 

Mr.  Jones.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  bill  might  help  clarify  that 
situation. 

Mr.  Dole.  That  is  what  I  am  wondering,  if  it  would  heljD.  For  if 
so,  it  would  be  fine. 

Mr.  Ballentine.  We  have  many  agreements  with  the  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  which  are  very  acceptable,  and  very  agree¬ 
able.  And  this  bill  should  not  be  taken  as  any  type  of  criticism  of 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  but  rather  as  an  effort  to  clarify 
the  atmosphere,  so  that  the  heads  of  the  various  branches  that  work 
in  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  would  not  claim  that  since 
the  legislative  history  setting  out  the  work  of  that  Department,  did 
not  specify  that  they  should  or  that  that  work  should  be  in  cooperation 
with  the  State  and  that  they  have  no  responsibility  in  cooperating 
with  the  State. 

We  have  just  inaugurated  a  compulsory  meat  inspection  program  in 
North  Carolina,  and  we  think  we  are  going  to  do  a  real  good  job.  We 
have  at  the  head  of  it,  in  this  case,  a  retired  Federal  employee,  but  this 
is  not  a  Federal-State  program,  so  that  it  would  not  apply  to  your 
question.  We  have  a  man  who  spent  30  years  with  the  Federal  Meat 
Grading  Service  who  supervises  this  work  for  us.  We  are  not  trying 
to  get  this  done  immediately,  but  we  think  in  the  long  run  that  the 
service  could  best  be  rendered  on  the  Federal-State  program  level 
rather  than  the  Federal  inspection  of  those  plants  that  are  now  selling 
across  the  State  lines  and  are  engaged  in  interstate  commerce.  In 
some  cases  probably  they  would  go  across  the  lines  if  we  had  a  differ¬ 
ent  working  arrangement  than  we  have  at  the  present  time. 

So  we  think  that  there  is  an  opportunity  here  to  make  the  program 
more  effective  and  to  save  money  for  both  the  Federal  and  the  State 
Governments. 

So  far  as  adding  employees  is  concerned,  I  do  not  think  that  this 
would  add  a  single  employee  unless  you  expanded  or  broadened  the 
service  by  virtue  of  this  operation. 

If  you  did  that,  you  would  be  getting  services  in  exchange  for  the 
number  of  employees  you  might  add.  I  do  not  think  there  would  be 
any  additional  employees  required.  The  bill  does  not  imply  that  there 
would  be  any  additional  employees  necessary. 

Mr.  Jones.  Are  there  any  other  questions  ? 

Mr.  Heimburger.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

Mr.  Jones.  Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  I  have  one  more  question,  or  two  more 
questions,  really. 

Do  you  think  of  a  single  instance  where  this  legislation  would  change 
the  present  situation  ? 

Mr.  Ballentine.  This  does  not  require  anything.  This  is  a  sort 
of  soft  approach  to  a  problem.  We  think  that  it  does  say  to  the 
Secretary  through  this  congressional  action  that  this  is  something 
that  the  Congress  had  noted  and  this  is  something  that  ought  to  be 
considered  by  you  in  administering  the  affairs  of  the  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  That  leads  me  to  my  second  question: 
Could  we  not  improve  this  bill  by  saying  further  that  the  Secretary 
is  authorized  and  directed  ?  I  might  ask  this  question  of  Mr.  Allen. 

That  he  is  to  do  so,  to  coordinate  the  effort  ? 

Mr.  Ballentine.  I  might  give  some  basis  for  your  question  there  by 
stating  that  the  compulsory  poultry  inspection  law  which  became  ef¬ 
fective  January  1,  1959,  has  a  provision  authorizing  the  Secretary  to 
enter  into  agreements  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  or  other 
proper  agencies  in  carrying  out  this  program,  but  so  far  the  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  has  not  seen  fit  to  do  it.  I  think  it  has  been 
blocked  down  the  line,  not  in  the  Secretary?s  office. 

Prior  to  the  compulsory  act,  Maine  had  a  very  fine  Federal-State 
program  which  was  on  a  voluntary  basis,  but  when  the  compulsory  pro¬ 
gram  came  into  effect  the  1st  of  January  1959,  the  Department  refused 
to  go  along  with  a  Federal-State  program  for  the  compulsory  program. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Mr.  Allen,  would  the  Department  object 
if  it  was  authorized  and  directed  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  I  think  that  you  have  a  technical  point  there.  I  do  not 
suppose  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  in  a  position  to  direct  a 
State  department. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  I  am  suggesting  a  mandate  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  cooperate  wherever  possible  with  the  State.  I  do  not  propose 
directing  the  States. 

Mr.  Allen.  I  do  not  think  that  Secretary  Freeman  would  object 
to  that.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  he  is  eager  to  explore  this  field  and  make 
an  effort  to  bring  this  about ;  that  is,  a  closer  cooperation  between  the 
States  and  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  The  point  is  that  I  recall  that  in  the  past 
compulsory  poultry  inspection  law  that  the  Maine  example  was  cited 
as  a  case  where  a  State  had  demonstrated  its  ability  to  perform  this 
inspection,  yet  apparently  this  authorization  has  never  been 
implemented. 

Mr.  Allen.  In  the  case  of  the  State  of  Maine,  their  broilers  right 
now  bring  a  bit  of  a  premium  in  certain  markets  in  the  United  States, 
because  they  established  a  good  reputation  for  their  poultry.  And  the 
fact  that  it  has  been  inspected,  and  so  forth. 

The  State  governments  look  to  this  as  being  a  place  where  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  might  move  in  and  cooperate  with  the 
State  and  give  leadership  to  the  States  to  do  this  job. 

And  so  it  is  a  great  disappointment  to  the  various  State  depart¬ 
ments  of  agriculture  and  other  regulatory  agencies  that  the  then  ad¬ 
ministration  did  not  follow  out  this  particular  part  of  the  law  for 
Authorization,  rather,  in  the  Poultry  Inspection  Act, 
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I  can  say  that  because  at  that  time  I  was  wearing  a  State  hat,  and  I 
was  on  definitely  the  side  of  the  State  of  Maine,  that  their  work  should 
be  recognized. 

I  think  one  good  example  in  many  States  is  the  fact  that  they  do  an 
excellent  piece  of  work  in  the  egg  field — in  eggs  and  egg  products. 
And  a  great  deal  depends  upon  the  attitude  of  the  administrator  of 
the  particular  Federal  agency.  And,  of  course,  in  turn  the  attitude 
of  a  State  executive  in  charge  of  an  agricultural  program. 

In  my  quite  a  number  of  years  working  in  the  field  of  agriculture  as 
a  State  executive,  I  recognized  the  fact  that  this  is  one  of  the  first 
moves  that  I  have  ever  observed  where  the  Federal  and  State  people 
are  desirous  of  getting  together  on  a  new  approach  to  this  problem  in 
an  effort  to  render  better  service  and/or  to  effect  economies  in  oper¬ 
ating  the  service. 

Mr.  Beermann.  At  this  point,  what  is  the  problem  that  the  States 
have  in  this  area — why  should  they  ask  the  Federal  Government  for 
this  cooperation — what  problem  do  they  have ? 

Mr.  Allen.  Let  us  put  it  this  way — go  ahead. 

Mr.  Ballentine.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  many  reasons.  And  we 
would  have  more  if  we  did  not  already  have  many  agreements  with 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  We  have  some  agreements  with 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  But  there  are 
many  cases  where  we  would  like  to  apply  the  same  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  to  intrastate  business  that  are  already  applied  in  interstate  busi¬ 
ness.  That  is,  in  order  to  make  the  programs  effective  and  to  make  them 
harmonious  and  to  work  out.  agreeably  and  to  the  advantage  of  every¬ 
one  concerned  with  the  least  effort  and  the  least  money  involved.  And 
because  of  that  we  think  that  the  cooperative  program  is  the  way  to  do 
it. 

Mr.  Dole.  Can  you  cite  one  example  ? 

Mr.  Ballentine.  I  could  cite  you  many. 

Mr.  Dole.  Which  one? 

Mr.  Ballentine.  That  are  already  in  effect.  We  will  take  fruits 
and  vegetables.  We  have  a  Federal-State  program  for  the  grading 
of  and  inspection  of  fruits  and  vegetables.  We  operate  that  program 
on  the  Federal-State  basis.  We  apply  the  Federal  grades.  We  do  not 
have  State  grades.  And  so  the  grades  we  apply  are  good  in  the  State, 
are  good  out  of  the  State.  So  you  have  no  duplication  of  trying  to 
apply  State  grades  on  those  fruits  and  vegetables  that  are  going  to 
remain  in  the  State  and  to  apply  U.S.  grades  on  those  that  are  going 
to  go  out  of  the  State,  or  having  the  Federal  Government  grading  the 
interstate  and  the  State  grading  the  intrastate. 

I  would  like  to  give  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  one  more  example  of  con¬ 
fusion.  The  red  meat  inspection  program  was  not  or  does  not  in  any 
way  recognize  Federal-State  cooperation.  Any  meats  crossing  the 
line  or  being  sold  in  interstate  commerce  must  be  inspected  by  the 
Federal  Government.  And  I  have  no  serious  objection  to  that.  I 
think  it  should.  We  should  have  a  Federal-State  program  which 
would  be  more  effective.  But  here  is  where  I  do  object  and  find,  that 
is,  that  even  though  we  have  a  compulsory  inspection  program  in  our 
State  on  red  meat,  we  cannot  apply  the  grade  legend  to  those  car¬ 
casses  that  have  been  inspected  and  passed,  because  the  Federal  USDA 
will  not  allow  the  legend  of  prime,  choice,  good,  et  cetera,  to  be  ap- 
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plied  to  any  carcass,  except  the  carcass  that  lias  been  passed  on  by  the 
Federal  inspection  program. 

We  think  that  is  carrying  it  mighty  far,  that  we  cannot  apply  the 
grade — the  grade,  not  the  inspection — the  wholesomeness,  but  the  grade 
to  a  carcass  unless  it  has  been  inspected  by  a  Federal  inspector. 

So  what  happens?  In  North  Carolina  we  have  three  Federal  in¬ 
spected  plants.  We  have  about  75  that  will  be  State  inspected  plants. 
We  have  got  to  come  up  with  some  kind  of  a  gimmick  or  a  grade  legend 
that  will  allow  us  to  get  around  this  provision  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  which  keeps  us  from  using  this  simple  grade  legend 
that  is  recognized  everywhere  by  most  everybody. 

We  can  do  it  in  poultry.  We  are  allowed  to  apply  the  grade  there. 
We  did  it  under  the  old  voluntary  system,  and  we  are  doing  it  now. 

There  are  many  complications.  And  this  is  something  that  I  think 
that  we  can  work  out  if  the  Congress  will  just  give  us  the  prestige  that 
we  need  by  the  sanction  that  this  is  something  that  ought  to  be  done. 

I  would  certainly  go  along  with  Congressman  Hagen,  with  his 
suggestion,  that  if  it  is  agreeable  with  the  Secretary — not  that  we 
want  to  force  the  Secretary  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
cooperate,  but  simply  to  suggest  that  this  is  something  that  ought  to 
be  considered  very  thoroughly  in  an  effort  to  improve  the  programs. 

Mr.  Jones.  Are  there  any  other  questions? 

Air.  Allen.  I  might  say  one  other  thing,  Mr.  Chairman. 

In  speaking  of  fruits  and  vegetables,  North  Carolina,  I  believe, 
is  on  a  Federal  trust  fund  basis. 

Mr.  Ballentine.  Yes. 

Mr.  Allen.  Some  of  the  other  States  are  examples  of  the  State 
trust  fund  basis.  That  has  been  an  optional  choice  in  the  agreements. 

Mr.  Ballentine.  We  are  on  the  State  basis. 

Mr.  Allen.  I  beg  your  pardon — I  thought  that  you  said  that  you 
were  on  the  Federal  basis. 

Mr.  Ballentine.  I  said  we  are  doing  this.  We  pay  out  of  the  fund, 
but  they  are  still  Federal. 

Mr.  All  en.  It  is  supervised. 

Mr.  Ballentine.  Supervised. 

Mr.  Allen.  They  are  State  employees? 

Mr.  Ballentine.  Yes,  sir.  One  reason  why  it  is  necessary  to  do  it 
on  fruits  and  vegetables  is  because  these  inspectors  inspect  in  quite 
a  number  of  States.  They  begin  in  the  State  of  Florida,  and  then 
go  up  to  Georgia,  South  Carolina,  and  right  up  the  coast.  And  if 
they  did  not  have  some  Federal  employment  status  they  would  become 
nomadic  inspectors,  I  would  say,  and  they  would  not  know  where 
they  had  the  responsibility. 

Mr.  Allen.  On  the  other  hand,  those  who  remain  in  North  Caro¬ 
lina  are  on  the  State  payroll  ? 

Mr.  Ballentine.  Yes. 

Mr.  Jones.  We  thank  you,  Mr.  Ballentine. 

We  will  now  hear  from  Mr.  Newell,  who  was  formerly  with  the 
Department. 

What  is  your  title  now  ? 

Mr.  Newell.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  just  a  retired  employee.  I  did 
not  know  that  I  was  to  be  testifying  here. 

Mr.  Jones.  I  have  you  on  the  list.  We  would  be  pleased  to  have 
your  comments. 
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Mr.  Newell.  I  worked  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  a 
good  many  years  on  the  cooperative  programs.  I  have  seen  them  in 
many  areas.  This  piece  of  legislation  it  seems  to  me,  is  to  clarify 
some  of  the  policies  that  would  be  endorsed  by  this  committee.  I 
think  that  it  would  facilitate  better  cooperative  arrangements  between 
the  States  and  the  Federal  Government. 

I  might  suggest  on  this  matter  of  the  employment  of  Federal  em¬ 
ployees,  that  is,  retired  people,  that  Mr.  Heimburger  could  look  into 
this  question.  I  think  that  it  will  boil  down  to  what  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  determines  is  the  character  of  the  dollars  they  are  paid. 
Under  some  of  the  funds,  such  as  the  sinking  funds,  these  funds  are 
allotted  to  the  States  and  become  State  funds  when  so  done.  And 
the  person  who  is  employed  by  the  State  is  considered  to  be  paid  out 
of  State  funds,  although  some  portion  of  those  funds  could  actually 
come  from  the  Federal  Government. 

So  I  think  that  is  where  the  crux  of  the  thing  will  come  as  to  where 
the  money  comes  from.  The  Accounting  Office,  or  whoever  are  the 
fiscal  people,  will  determine  the  character  of  the  funds  that  are  used 
for  this  payment. 

I  have  seen  a  lot  of  cooperation  in  all  of  the  States  for  a  great  many 
years.  I  think  we  have  always  followed  the  policy  that  we  can  do 
more  working  together  than  either  of  us  can  do  alone,  and  that  we  can 
expand  the  service  to  the  farmers.  I  think  it  has  been  entirely  con¬ 
structive  as  a  program  for  a  great  many  years. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Jones.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Newell. 

Are  there  any  questions  ? 

Mr.  Quie  has  an  identical  bill,  H.R.  12947,  and  has  requested  per¬ 
mission  to  file  a  statement  in  support  of  his  bill,  and  that  will  be  in¬ 
serted  at  this  point  in  the  record. 

(The  statement  by  Mr.  Quie  follows :) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Albert  H.  Quie,  a  Representative  in  Congress  From  the 

State  of  Minnesota 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  I  wish  to  submit  a  brief  statement  in  support  of 
my  bill,  H.R.  12947. 

This  legislation  is  long  overdue  and  will  make  laws  already  on  the  statute 
books  more  workable.  In  areas  of  pest  and  disease  control  and  marketing  assist¬ 
ance,  there  is  much  room  for  improvement. 

In  many  instances,  similar  projects  are  now  carried  out  by  both  the  State  and 
Federal  Governments.  These  projects  could  be  implemented  entirely  by  State 
personnel. 

It  is  my  belief  that  this  legislation  will  strengthen  the  role  of  State  govern¬ 
ments  and  in  some  cases  eliminate  duplication  by  Federal  and  State  officials.  I 
am  glad  to  be  able  to  join  with  my  colleague,  the  Honorable  Neal  Smith  of  Iowa, 
in  sponsoring  this  legislation. 

I  wish  to  submit  a  letter  which  I  received  from  Mr.  Duane  A.  Wilson,  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Agriculture  of  the  State  of  Minnesota,  and  Mr.  Mervin  R.  Syverson, 
Deputy  Commissioner  of  Agriculture  of  the  State  of  Minnesota.  The  letter 
from  these  two  gentlemen  expresses  clearly  and  completely  the  reasons  for  enact¬ 
ing  this  legislation. 

State  of  Minnesota  Department  of  Agriculture, 

St.  Paul,  August  31, 1962. 

Hon.  Albert  H.  Quie, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.G. 

Dear  Al:  These  are  our  reasons  we  would  ask  that  you  support  H.R.  12802 
and  H.R.  12947. 

There  are  several  areas  in  which  there  is  no  reason  for  duplication  of  Federal 
and  State  efforts,  and  it  is  our  feeling  that  the  State  efforts  should  be  recognized 
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by  USDA.  For  example,  we  do  receive  funds  from  USDA  for  barberry  eradica¬ 
tion  and  the  control  of  white  pine  blister  rust.  The  State  of  Minnesota  puts 
additional  funds  into  these  projects,  but  the  handling  of  these  projects  is  under 
the  direction  of  the  Federal  agency  involved.  We  can  see  no  reason  why  USDA 
funds  could  not  be  in  the  form  of  grant-in-aid  to  the  State  for  these  projects  and 
that  the  projects  could  be  carried  out  by  State  personuel  and  under  complete 
State  direction  and  guidance. 

We  also  feel  that  the  national  poultry  and  turkey  improvement  plans  which 
are  Federal  in  scope  have  worked  very  satisfactorily  here  in  Minnesota.  The 
Poultry  Division  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  Minnesota  inspects  and 
issues  certificates  on  shipments  both  interstate  and  foreign  on  chicks,  hatching 
eggs,  and  poults.  We  also  feel  that  we  could  do  the  Federal  inspection  and 
grading  of  poultry  and  eggs,  and  issue  the  appropriate  certificates  without 
Federal  staffing  here.  The  fact  is,  both  we  of  State  government  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  people  have  personnel  traveling  in  the  field,  which  is  again  a  duplication. 
We  do  feel,  however,  that  the  Federal  Government  should  promulgate  the  rales 
and  regulations  and  give  such  technical  assistance  and  training  of  State  people 
regarding  uniformity  of  the  job  between  States.  Our  State  certifies  seed  po¬ 
tatoes.  There  are  people  in  our  State  who  certify  seed.  We  also  feel  that  we 
have  the  kind  of  people  here  who  could  handle  the  market  news  reporting  for 
the  Federal  people  without  duplication. 

There  are  more  areas  than  we  have  mentioned  in  which  we  are  sure  we 
could  do  the  job  and  eliminate  duplication  and  offer  closer  cooperation  between 
State  and  Federal  Government.  We  favor  grants-in-aid,  technical  assistance, 
and  State  supervision  and  direction  to  accomplish  this. 

This  bill  in  the  form  of  a  resolution  was  presented  at  the  meeting  of  the 
North  Central  Association  of  State  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  received 
unanimous  support  with  the  addition  of  an  amendment  that  called  for  grants- 
in-aid  progress  by  the  Federal  Government  to  the  State  departments  of  agri¬ 
culture. 

We  hope  that  this  will  strengthen  the  support  for  this  legislation. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Duane  A.  Wieson, 

Commissioner. 
Mervin  R.  Syverson, 

Deputy  Commissioner. 


Mr.  Jones.  Are  there  any  other  persons  who  would  like  to  give 
any  comments  on  this  ? 

Mr.  Ileimburger,  do  you  have  anything  else? 

Mr.  Heimburger.  No,  I  have  not,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

I  think  this  question  of  the  relationship  between  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  its  former  employees  in  this  program  is  one  that  should 
be  gone  into,  and  I  will  do  that.  It  becomes  rather  complicated. 

For  example,  while  some  employees  are  paid  from  State  funds  sup¬ 
plied  up  to  50  percent  by  the  Federal  Government,  nevertheless  they 
have  many  characteristics  that  apply  to  many  Federal  employees,  and 
I  am  not  sure  whether  they  are  regarded  as  Federal  employees. 

Mr.  Allen.  I  believe  that  in  most  States  they  are  considered  both. 
And  in  some  instances  they  are  on  dual  retirement.  As  I  recall,  they 
are  in  my  home  State. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  We  will  look  into  this  question  suggested  by  Mr. 
Hagen. 

Mr.  Beermann.  Mr.  Chairman,  while  these  gentlemen  are  still  here, 
I  wonder  if  all  of  the  people  in  industry  that  would  be  affected  by  this 
bill  have  been  notified  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  ? 

Mr.  Jones.  I  could  not  answer  that  question. 

Mr.  Allen.  I  can  say  this,  that  the  provisions  of  this  bill  have  been 
discussed  by  me  with  representatives  of  business ;  for  example,  some 
of  the  meatpacking  industry  people  have  been  in.  In  other  words, 
their  associations  and  so  on  are  located  in  Washington  and  a  great 


92 


MISCELLANEOUS  HEARINGS 


many  of  them  have  either  contacted  me  by  telephone  or  have  been  over 
to  the  office  to  ask  me  questions  about  it.  Ancl  so  far  all  have  been  in 
favor  of  it. 

I  would  not  say  that  the  broad  scope  of  industry  has  been  notified 
and  formally  contacted. 

Mr.  Jones.  I  would  say  this,  the  fact  that  these  bills  have  been  in¬ 
troduced,  and  with  the  industry  with  its  legislative  representatives 
here  in  Washington,  that  they  keep  a  pretty  close  eye  on  this.  I  think 
that  if  there  is  any  objection  we  would  at  this  time  have  had  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  have  heard  from  them.  And  the  fact  that  we  said  that- 
the  hearings  would  be  held. 

Mr.  Ballentine.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  proof  positive,  but  I 
drafted  the  verbiage  in  the  poultry  inspection  program  for  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  have  the  authority  to  make  this  kind  of  agreement,  and  I  did 
it  with  the  approval  of  the  industry.  They  went  along  with  the  idea. 
They  thought  it  was  good. 

Mr.  Jones.  If  there  are  no  other  questions,  we  will  go  into  execu¬ 
tive  session. 

(Whereupon,  at  11 :30  a.m.,  the  subcommittee  proceeded  into 
executive  session.) 


H.R.  11715  and  H.R.  11554 

LAND  TRANSFER  IN  FLORIDA  AND  NORTH  CAROLINA 

SEPTEMBER  12,  1962 
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WEDNESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  12,  1962 

House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington ,  D.C. 

The  committee  met  at  10 :10  a.m.,  pursuant  to  notice,  in  room  1310, 
New  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.,  Hon.  W.  R.  Poage 
presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Poage,  Gathings,  Abernethy,  Hagen  of 
California,  Johnson  of  Wisconsin,  Matthews,  Coad,  Breeding,  Stub¬ 
blefield,  Purcell,  Hoeven,  Dague,  Mclntire,  Teague  of  California, 
Short,  Mrs.  May,  Dole,  and  Beermann. 

Also  present:  Christine  S.  Gallagher,  clerk;  Hyde  H.  Murray,  as¬ 
sistant  clerk:  John  J.  Heimburger,  counsel;  and  Francis  LeMay, 
consultant. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

We  have  a  rather  extensive  schedule  here.  We  will  get  started. 
The  first  bill  that  I  have  listed  is  H.R.  11745,  which  is  relative  to  a 
land  transfer  in  the  State  of  Florida.  We  also  have  H.R.  11554, 
relative  to  a  transfer  of  land  in  North  Carolina. 

(H.R.  11745,  with-  the  Department  report  dated  August  24.  1962, 
H.R.  11554  and  the  Department  report  dated  August  23, 1962,  follow :) 

[H.R.  11745,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  provide  for  the  conveyance  of  certain  real  property  of  the  United  States  situated 

in  the  State  of  Florida 

lie  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  convey 
to  Charles  S.  Mills,  of  Lynn,  Florida,  without  monetary  consideration  therefor, 
till  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  the  real  property  de¬ 
scribed  in  section  2  of  this  Act. 

Six'.  2.  The  real  property  referred  to  in  the  first  section  of  this  Act  is  more 
particularly  described  as  follows:  Lot  17,  Waldena,  as  per  plat  thereof  recorded 
in  plat  book  E.  page  23,  of  the  public  records  of  Marion  County,  Florida. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  24, 1962. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  of  May  16,  1962,  for 
a  report  on  H.R.  11745,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  conveyance  of  certain  real  prop¬ 
erty  of  the  United  States  situated  in  the  State  of  Florida. 

This  Department  has  no  objection  to  enactment  of  this  bill  because  of  the 
special  circumstances  in  this  case. 

H.R.  11745  would  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey,  without  con¬ 
sideration,  to  Charles  S.  Mills,  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States 
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in  and  to  the  real  property  described  as  lot  17  in  the  town  of  Waldena,  located 
in  sec.  8,  T.  15,  S.,  R.  24  E.,  Marion  County,  Fla. 

In  1939  the  United  States  purchased  a  large  tract  of  land  in  Marion  County 
from  the  Port  Richey  Co.,  Inc.  This  tract  purportedly  included  lot  17.  Recent 
reexamination  of  title  evidence  has  disclosed,  however,  that  good  title  to  lot  17 
was  vested  in  the  claimant  and  not  in  the  Port  Richey  Co.,  Inc.,  at  the  time  the 
Government  obtained  its  deed.  Under  the  act  of  July  8,  1943,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  537)  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  authority  to  correct  situations  of 
this  kind  by  giving  quitclaim  deeds.  However,  action  must  be  taken  under  that 
act  within  20  years.  Since  the  20-year  period  in  which  a  quitclaim  deed  could 
be  executed  pursuant  to  the  1943  act  has  expired,  we  would  have  no  objection  to 
the  enactment  of  II. R.  11745. 

Future  need  for  special  legislation  of  this  kind  would  be  eliminated  by  enact¬ 
ment  of  H.R.  12434,  a  bill  to  facilitate  the  work  of  the  Forest  Service,  and  for 
other  purposes.  Section  3  of  II.R.  12434  would  extend  indefinitely  the  authority 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  quitclaim  lands  acquired  through  mistake,  mis¬ 
understanding,  error,  or  inadvertence. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presentation 
of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary. 


[H.R.  11554,  S7th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain  lands  in  Clay  County, 
North  Carolina,  to  Henry  Hosteller  and  Elizabeth  Hosteller,  his  wife 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  author¬ 
ized  to  convey  by  quitclaim  deed,  without  consideration,  to  Henry  Mosteller  and 
Elizabeth  Mosteller,  his  wife,  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United 
States  in  and  to  the  following  lands  : 

The  Lonnie  Mull  tract  numbered  74-1  and  part  of  the  Lonnie  Mull  tract  num¬ 
bered  74-11,  lying  and  being  in  the  county  of  Clay,  State  of  North  Carolina, 
on  the  waters  of  Tuni  Creek,  a  tributary  of  the  Tusquitee  Creek  and  Hiwassee 
River  and  more  particularly  described  as  follows  : 

Lonnie  Mull  tract  numbered  74-1 :  Beginning  at  corner  1,  which  is  corner  103 
of  the  Andrews  Hardwood  Company,  tract  numbered  301,  common  to  Roger 
Mosteller  parcel  and  the  Huffman  parcel  in  the  east  boundary  of  State  survey 
numbered  50,  between  the  road  and  Tuni  Creek,  1.20  chains  below  the  ford,  a 
6  inches  by  8  inches  by  40  inches  planted  stone  with  witness  trees  present, 
chiseled  the  stone  F.S.  103 ;  thence  with  a  line  common  to  the  Roger  Mosteller 
parcel,  now  Henry  Mosteller,  south  17  degrees  36  minutes  west  12.11  chains  to 
corner  2,  identical  to  corner  1  of  tract  numbered  74-11,  set  a  stake  replacing 
a  20-inch  white  oak  stump  called  for ;  thence  with  a  line  common  to  tract  num¬ 
bered  74-11  south  85  degrees  09  minutes  east  3.14  chains  to  corner  3,  which  is 
corner  1  of  tract  numbered  74,  at  intersection  with  the  east  boundary  of  sec¬ 
tion  50,  a  point ;  thence  with  a  line  of  tract  numbered  74,  north  2  degrees  36 
minutes  east  7.95  chains  to  corner  4,  at  intersection  with  a  line  of  the  Garland 
Melton  parcel,  a  point ;  thence  with  two  lines  common  to  the  Garland  Melton 
parcel,  south  86  degrees  21  minutes  west  0.36  chains  to  corner  5,  an  8-inch 
buckeye  stump,  north  7  degrees  46  minutes  east  3.92  chains  to  the  place  of  begin¬ 
ning,  containing  1.8  acres,  be  the  same  more  or  less. 

Lonnie  Mull  tract,  a  part  of  number  74-11 :  Beginning  at  corner  1,  identical 
to  corner  2  of  tract  numbered  74r-I,  and  common  to  the  Henry  Mosteller  parcel, 
a  stake  replacing  a  white  oak  stump ;  thence  with  a  line  of  tract  numbered 
74-1,  south  85  degrees  09  minutes  east  (passing  corner  3  of  tract  numbered 
74-1  at  3.14  chains)  22.33  chains  to  corner  2,  16-inch  Spanish  oak  with  witnesses, 
identical  to  corner  2  of  tract  numbered  74 ;  thence  down  and  with  the  ridge  as 
it  meanders,  a  southwesterly  direction  through  tract  numbered  74-11.  the 
following  courses:  South  41  degrees  00  minutes  west  1.30  chains,  a  point,  south 
15  degrees  00  minutes  west  2.40  chains,  a  point,  south  69  degrees  00  minutes 
west  3.00  chains,  a  point,  south  53  degrees  30  minutes  west  1.90  chains,  to 
corner  3,  a  point  on  top  of  ridge,  in  line  1-3  of  tract  numbered  74—11.  common 
to  the  Henry  Mosteller  parcel,  set  a  stake;  thence  with  a  line  common  to  the 
Henry  Mosteller  parcel,  north  67  degrees  30  minutes  west,  18.31  chains  to  the 
place  r  f  beginning,  containing  6.6  acres,  be  the  same  more  or  less. 
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All  bearings  in  this  description  are  turned  from  the  true  meridian  and  all 
distances  are  expressed  in  chains. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  23, 1962. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  of  July  9,  for  a 
report  on  II. R.  11554,  a  hill  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey 
certain  lands  in  Clay  County,  N.C.,  to  Henry  Hosteller  and  Elizabeth  Hosteller, 
his  wife. 

H.R.  11554  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey,  without 
consideration,  to  Henry  Hosteller  and  his  wife,  Elizabeth  Hosteller,  all  right, 
title  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  a  parcel  of  land  in  Clay  County, 
N.C.,  containing  8.4  acres  more  or  less. 

The  area  referred  to  was  included  in  the  condemnation  proceedings  entitled, 
“United  States  v.  651.61  Acres  of  land  in  Clay  County,  North  Carolina,  F.  A. 
Hosteller,  et  al.,  at  Law  No.  27 9”  on  the  basis  of  an  option  obtained  by  the 
United  States  from  Lonnie  Mull  and  wife.  At  the  time  of  the  condemnation 
superior  title  to  this  8.4  acres  was  in  Henry  Hosteller  and  wife  rather  than 
the  Hulls  and  the  Hostellers  were  in  possession  thereof.  This  8.4  acres  was 
included  in  the  survey  of  the  Mull  tract  and  in  the  condemnation  proceedings 
through  error  or  mistake  and  without  any  intention  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  to  acquire  it  without  the  consent  of  the  Hostellers. 

Authority  exists  under  the  act  of  July  8,  1943,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  567) 
for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  issue  a  quitclaim  deed  to  the  rightful  owner 
in  situations  of  this  kind.  At  the  present  time,  however,  this  authority  is 
available  only  if  the  quitclaim  deed  is  issued  within  20  years  after  the  Govern¬ 
ment  acquired  title.  In  this  'instance  the  title  was  acquired  in  the  condemna¬ 
tion  proceedings  on  February  19,  1936.  Thus,  more  than  20  years  have  elapsed. 
Therefore,  this  Department  would  not  object  to  the  enactment  of  H.R.  11554. 

Future  need  for  special  legislation  of  this  kind  would  be  eliminated  by  enact¬ 
ment  of  H.R.  12434  a  bill  to  facilitate  the  work  of  the  Forest  Service,  and  for 
other  purposes.  Section  3  of  H.R.  12434  would  remove  the  20-year  limitation 
on  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  quitclaim  lands  acquired 
through  mistake,  misunderstanding,  error,  or  inadvertence. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  pres¬ 
entation  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary. 


Mr.  Poage.  Is  there  anyone  here  on  the  first  one.  H.R.  11745? 
Mr.  Heimburger.  I  have  a  statement  here  from  Mr.  Herlong. 
Mr.  Poage.  I  think  that  we  should  have  it  read. 


STATEMENT  OF  HON.  A.  SIDNEY  HERLONG,  JR.,  A  REPRESENTA¬ 
TIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  FLORIDA,  READ  BY  MR. 

HEIMBURGER,  COMMITTEE  COUNSEL 

Mr.  Heimburger  (reading)  : 

Mr.  Chairman  :  I  appreciate  having  this  opportunity  to  present  a  statement 
in  behalf  of  my  bill.  H.R.  11745.  The  situation  with  respect  to  the  property 
owned  by  Mr.  Charles  S.  Mills  described  in  the  bill  has  been  so  clearly  outlined 
in  the  report  submitted  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  that  I  am  sure  you  do  not  want  me  to  go  into  it  at  further  length. 

Even  though  the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  be  perfectly  willing  to 
release  any  apparent  interest  which  it  has  in  the  lot  owned  by  Mr.  Hills,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  Congress  to  give  the  Department 
statutory  authority  before  this  can  be  done. 

That  is  the  purpose  of  II.R.  11745,  and  I  shall  greatly  appreciate  favorable 
action  by  the  committee  in  order  that  Mr.  Hills’  title  to  his  proi>erty  can  be 
cleared. 
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Mr.  Poage.  In  this  report  from  the  Department  it  states: 

In  1939  the  United  States  purchased  a  large  tract  of  land  in  Marion  County 
from  the  Port  Richey  Co.,  Inc.  This  tract  purportedly  included  lot  17.  Recent 
reexamination  of  title  evidence  has  disclosed,  however,  that  good  title  to  lot  17 
was  vested  in  the  claimant  and  not  in  the  Port  Richey  Co.,  Inc.,  at  the  time  the 
Government  obtained  its  deed.  Under  the  act  of  July  8,  1J>43,  as  amended,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  authority  to  correct  situations  of  this  kind  by 
giving  quitclaim  deeds.  However,  action  must  be  taken  under  that  act  within 
20  years.  Since  the  20-year  period  in  which  a  quitclaim  deed  could  be  executed 
pursuant  to  the  1943  act  has  expired,  we  would  have  ho  objetcion  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  H.R.  11745. 

And  it  further  states: 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objevtion  to  the  presenta¬ 
tion  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s  program. 

Where  there  has  been  an  eror  and  somebody  does  have  a  claim  on 
somebody’s  property,  without  any  real  right,  it  ought  to  be  cleared  up. 

Do  we  have  a  Department  witness  here  ? 

Mr.  Heimburger.  We  have  a  Department  witness  here. 

Mr.  Poage.  Do  you  want  to  make  a  statement  ? 

STATEMENT  OF  PAUL  A.  SWARTHOUT,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  DIVI¬ 
SION  OF  LAND  ADJUSTMENT,  FOREST  SERVICE,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT 

OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Swarthout.  I  have  no  statement  to  make,  Mr.  Chairman.  My 
name  is  Paul  A.  Swarthout,  from  the  Forest  Service.  I  do  not  have  a 
statement  further  to  add  to  the  Department’s  report  to  the  Committee 
on  this  bill. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  gentlemen  up  here  are  asking  me  questions  that 
they  do  not  seem  to  want  to  ask  you,  so  I  will  ask  them. 

Why  do  you  not  recommend  that  we  amend  the  act  of  1943,  or  extend 
the  act  of  1943,  so  that  you  can  make  these  corrections  without  com¬ 
ing  to  the  Congress  each  time? 

Mr.  Swarthout.  That  has  been  done,  Mr.  Chairman.  H.R.  12434 
contains  that  provision. 

Mr.  Poage.  What  is  that  number  again  ? 

Mr.  Swarthout.  H.R.  12434. 

Mr.  Poage.  Is  there  any  purpose  in  passing  this  bill,  if  we  pass  the 
general  bill? 

Mr.  Swarthout.  I  am  not  prepared  to  answer  that,  sir.  I  think 
that  this  bill  corrects  an  error. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  understand  that  it  will,  but  if  we  pass  the  general  bill, 
you  will  have  the  authority  to  correct  the  error,  will  you  not  ? 

Mr.  Savarthout.  That  is  correct.  I  cannot  tell  you  the  status  of  the 
general  bill  at  the  moment,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  If  we  report  the  general  bill  out,  it  will  be  passed  just 
as  fast  as  this  bill  can  be,  will  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Swarthout.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  Is  there  any  purpose  in  the  world  for  this — Avhat  in 
the  world  is  the  purpose  of  putting  in  a  separate  bill  for  each  one  of 
these,  if  you  can  handle  it  by  a  general  bill?  If  we  are  going  to  pass 
the  general  bill,  what  is  the  purpose  of  passing  the  separate  bills? 

Mr.  Swarthout.  There  would  be  none,  sir. 
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Mr.  Poage.  All  I  want  to  know  from  you  then  is,  is  it  clear  that  if 
we  pass  the  general  bill  you  will  then  be  in  a  position  to  take  care  of 
this  situation  in  the  future  without  any  private  bills? 

Mr.  Swarthout.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  will  take  care  of  it  ? 

Mr.  Swarthout.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  All  right. 

Mr.  Short. 

Mr.  Short.  I  raise  a  technical  question.  The  Secretary’s  letter  on 
this  bill  states  that  the  20-year  period  for  the  quitclaim  deed  to  be 
executed,  pursuant  to  the  act  of  1943,  has  expired,  and  that  they  have 
no  objection  to  the  enactment  of  H.R.  11745.  Do  we  have  to  provide 
in  this  other  bill  that  we  extend  this  authority  to  make  it  retroactive  to 
this  expiration  date  ? 

Mr.  Heimburger.  It  would  have  that  effect. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Mclntire. 

Mr.  McIntire.  I  do  want  to  make  this  observation.  If  for  any  rea¬ 
son  the  general  bill  were  to  be  held  up,  then,  of  course,  this  separate 
bill  would  be  needed. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  know  that.  It  seems  to  me  that  instead  of  passing 
each  bill,  which  costs  several  hundred  dollars  each  time  is  needless. 
And  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  needless  for  the  Congress  to  follow  that 
course  in  passing  private  bills  when  they  do  not  involve  more  than  $35 
worth  of  property.  But  if  that  is  the  only  way  that  we  can  take  care 
of  it,  all  right,  and  we  ought  to  do  it,  regardless  of  the  cost.  But  I 
do  not  see  the  merit  of  spending  a  thousand  dollars  to  correct  a  $50 
error  when  we  can  correct  50  to  100  of  them  in  1  bill.  It  seems 
ridiculous  that  we  should  pass  a  separate  bill  on  each  occasion.  That 
is  what  I  was  hoping  to  avoid,  if  we  can. 

Is  there  anything  further  to  be  said  on  H.R.  11745  ?  If  not,  we  will 
pass  to  the  next  bill,  H.R.  11554. 

Is  Mr.  Taylor  present  ? 

Mrs.  Gallagher  (clerk).  He  is  not  going  to  appear,  but  he  wants 
permission  to  submit  a  statement  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  will  give  him  permission  to  submit  the  statement. 
Does  anybody  want  to  say  anything  about  the  bill  ? 

Mrs.  Gallagher  (clerk).  Here  is  his  statement. 

Mr.  Poage.  Somebody  will  have  to  read  that  statement. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  It  seems  to  me,  that  the  sponsors  of  these  bills  if  at  all 
interested  in  their  own  bills  should  make  a  personal  appearance  before 
the  committee  in  behalf  of  their  own  bills. 

Mr.  Matthews.  I  will  be  glad  to  represent  Mr.  Taylor. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  will  be  glad  to  have  you  do  so. 

Mr.  Matthews.  Do  you  want  me  to  read  his  statement?  May  I 
ask  leave  to  read  the  statement  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  just  informed  that  Mr.  Taylor  is  outside  the  com¬ 
mittee  room. 

Mr.  Matthews.  I  am  quite  sure  that  he  is  very  interested.  He 
talked  to  me  about  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  He  is  welcome  to  come  right  into  the  committee  room 
to  tell  us  about  this. 

Mr.  Matthews  This  is  one  of  these  periods  when  so  many  of  us  are 
at  home.  That  is  one  reason  maybe  for  this  delay. 
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Mr.  Poage.  We  will  be  glad  to  have  you  come  in  and  tell  us  about 
this.  The  committee  will  not  know  about  this  unless  somebody  tells 
us.  You  can  file  your  statement  if  you  desire — we  will  be  glad  to  ac¬ 
cept  it — but  tell  us  about  this. 

STATEMENT  OE  HON.  ROY  A.  TAYLOR,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

Mr.  Taylor.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  will 
be  glad  to  answer  any  questions  or  discuss  this.  You  can  file  my  state¬ 
ment.  I  was  informed  or  advised  that  it  probably  would  be  more 
proper  procedure  to  file  my  statement.  I  will  not  read  it,  unless  it  is 
necessary. 

Mr.  Poage.  Just  tell  us  what  you  want. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Back  in  1935,  the  Federal  Government  was  in  the 
process  of  acquiring  some  property  in  Clay  County,  N.C.,  for  the  Nan- 
tahala  National  Forest. 

The  procedure  used  was  to  purchase  the  property  by  agreement 
with  the  owners,  but  in  some  cases  condemnation  proceedings  were  re¬ 
sorted  to  as  a  means  of  perfecting  and  transferring  title.  Through 
an  error  in  one  of  the  condemnation  proceedings,  two  small  tracts  of 
property  belonging  to  Henry  Mosteller  and  his  wife  were  included  as 
part  of  a  parent  tract  or  a  larger  tract. 

The  title  was  acquired  or  purportedly  acquired  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  as  a  result  of  this  error  made  by  an  attorney  employed  by 
the  Government  on  February  19, 1936. 

Possession  of  this  property  has  remained  with  Henry  Mosteller  and 
his  wife  down  to  this  date.  The  Mostellers  did  not  realize  the  error 
had  been  made  until  about  2  years  ago  when  a  title  examination  was 
made  of  the  property.  The  error  was  detected  and  demand  was  made 
upon  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  correct  the  error  which  had 
been  made  and  to  remove  this  cloud  from  the  title.  The  Department 
acknowledged  the  error,  acknowledged  that  it  had  no  claim  to  the 
property,  but  stated  that  it  lacked  authority  to  go  more  than  20  years 
back  in  correcting  such  errors.  And  for  that  reason  it  could  not  make 
the  correction  without  legislative  authority,  and  for  that  reason  this 
bill  has  been  introduced. 

I  might  say  that  the  Attorney  General’s  office  was  contacted  by  attor¬ 
neys  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  asked  as  to  tvhether  or 
not  it  would  be  feasible  to  reopen  the  case  and  to  correct  the  judgment 
so  as  to  delete  this  8.4-acre  tract,  and  the  Attorney  General  took  the 
position  that  that  would  not  be  preferable  but,  that  it  would  be  better 
to  do  it  by  this  method. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Taylor.  Your  prepared  statement  will 
be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Hon.  Roy  A.  Taylor  follows :) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Roy  A.  Taylok,  a  Represen tative  in  Congress  From 

the  State  of  North  Carolina 

H.R.  11554  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain  land 
in  Clay  County,  N.C.,  to  Henry  Mosteller  and  wife  Elizabeth  Mosteller.  The 
facts  in  support  of  this  bill  are  well  set  forth  in  a  favorable  report  received 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  dated  August  23, 1962. 

In  1935  the  Federal  Government  was  in  the  process  of  acquiring  certain 
property  in  Clay  County,  North  Carolina’s  smallest,  and  one  of  its  most  rural 
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counties,  for  the  Nantabala  National  Forest.  The  property  was  acquired 
by  purchase  but  in  some  cases  as  a  means  of  perfecting  and  transferring  title 
condemnation  procedure  was  used. 

Through  an  error  made  by  an  attorney  representing  the  Government,  one 
of  the  descriptions  in  a  condemnation  proceeding  including  8.4  acres  of  mountain 
land  belonging  to  Henry  Hosteller  and  wife  and  title  to  this  tract  was  pur¬ 
portedly  conveyed  to  the  Government  on  February  19,  1936. 

Henry  Hosteller  and  wife  did  not  know  of  the  error  and  have  remained  in 
peaceful  possession  of  the  property  until  the  present.  Some  2  or  3  years  ago 
as  a  result  of  title  examination,  the  error  was  discovered  and  demand  was 
made  on  the  Agriculture  Department  to  execute  a  quitclaim  deed  conveying 
any  interest  it  might  have  in  the  property  to  Henry  Hosteller  and  wife. 

The  Agriculture  Department  acknowledged  the  error  and  acknowledged  a 
willingness  to  help  correct  the  title  but  pointed  out  that  the  Department  lacked 
authority  to  correct  an  error  of  this  type  since  the  error  went  back  more  than 
20  years  and  the  statutory  authority  limited  corrections  of  this  type  to  20 
years  from  the  date  of  correction. 

Attorneys  for  the  Agriculture  Department  reviewed  the  case  and  referred 
it  to  the  Attorney  General  and  asked  him  to  consider  having  the  condemnation 
proceeding  reopened  and  having  the  Henry  Hosteller  tract  eliminated  from 
the  judgment.  The  Attorney  General  took  the  position  that  this  action  was 
not  advisable  as  congressional  action  would  be  an  ample  procedure. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  think  that  you  have  helped  us  a  great  deal.  We 
just  had  a  bill  up  involving  exactly  the  same  statute  of  1943  with 
exactly  the  same  problem  where  land  was  included  by  error  and 
admittedly  the  Government  does  not  have  title  to  it,  but  it  does  cast 
a  cloud  on  the  rights  of  the  owners,  and  the  Department  has  recom¬ 
mended  in  both  cases  that  they  have  no  objection  to  the  passage  of  the 
legislation,  but  there  are  other  situations  exactly  like  this  throughout 
the  country,  and  a  bill  has  been  introduced  in  the  form  of  a  general 
bill  authorizing  them  to  make  the  corrections  generally. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  departmental  witness  again  as  to  whether 
or  not  the  same  situation  exists  in  this  case  as  exists  in  connection 
with  the  previous  case,  does  it  not? 

Mr.  Swarthout.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  if  the  general  bill  is  passed  you  can  and  will  make 
the  correction  ? 

Mr.  Swarthout.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  the  private  bill  will  be  unnecessary  if  we  pass 
the  general  bill  ? 

M r.  Swarthout.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you.  Are  there  any  other  questions  ? 

Mr.  Taylor.  Thank  you.  Of  course,  the  passage  of  the  general 
bill  would  be  very  satisfactory  in  my  case. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  shall  ask  Mr.  Abernethy  to  take  the  chair,  and  we 
will  pass  on  to  the  next  bill. 

(Whereupon,  at  10  :25  the  hearing  on  these  two  bills  closed.) 
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RELATING  TO  CROP  INSURANCE 


WEDNESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  12,  1962 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

W ashing  ton  D.C. 

The  committee  met  at  10 :  25  a.m.,  pursuant  to  notice,  in  room  1310, 
New  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.,  Hon.  Thomas  G. 
Abernethy  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Abernethy,  Gathings,  Hagen  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Johnson  of  Wisconsin,  Matthews,  Coad,  Breeding,  Stubble¬ 
field,  Purcell,  Hoeven,  Dague,  Mclntire,  Teague  of  California,  Short, 
Mrs.  May,  Dole,  and  Beermann. 

Also  present:  Christine  S.  Gallagher,  clerk;  Hyde  H.  Murray, 
assistant  clerk;  John  J.  Heimburger,  counsel;  and  Francis  LeMay, 
consultant. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  We  will  next  consider  S.  2859,  to  amend  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Crop  Insurance  Act  in  order  to  increase  the  number  of  new 
counties  in  which  crop  insurance  may  be  offered  each  year. 

(S.  2859  and  the  report  of  the  Senate  No.  1614  are  as  follows:) 

[S.  2859,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

AN  ACT  To  amend  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act,  as  amended,  in  order  to  increase  the 
number  of  new  counties  in  which  crop  insurance  may  be  offered  each  year 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  fourth  sentence  of  section  508(a) 
of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  150S(a) ),  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “in  not  to  exceed  100  counties”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“in  not  to  exceed  150  counties”. 

Passed  the  Senate  June  23, 1962. 

Attest : 

Felton  M.  Johnston,  Secretary. 


[87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  Senate  Rept.  No.  1614] 

Expansion  of  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Coverage 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
( S.  2859)  to  amend  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act,  as  amended,  in  order  to 
increase  the  number  of  new  counties  in  which  crop  insurance  may  be  offered 
each  year,  having  considered  the  same,  report  thereon  with  a  recommendation 
that  it  do  pass  without  amendment. 

This  bill  would  permit  Federal  crop  insurance  to  be  offered  in  150  additional 
counties  each  year.  At  present  expansion  is  limited  to  100  new  counties  each 
year. 

Crop  insurance  is  offered  farmers  in  selected  counties  by  the  Federal  Crop 
Insurance  Corporation.  This  Corporation  is  wholly  Government-owned  and 
provides  all-risk  crop  insurance  protection  against  unavoidable  causes  of  loss. 

In  1948  the  crop  insurance  program  was  placed  on  a  limited,  experimental 
basis  to  gain  experience  and  accumulate  actuarial  data.  This  was  done  by 
Congress  because  of  the  adverse  experience  the  crop  insurance  program  had 
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from  1938  to  1947  when  it  was  on  a  national  basis.  During  this  experimental 
period  (1948-61)  expansion  to  new  counties  has  been  limited.  In  no  year  dur¬ 
ing  this  period  did  the  number  of  new  counties  allocated  approach  the  100- 
county  limitation.  The  objective  was  the  development  of  a  sound  program  that 
could  be  operated  on  a  national  basis. 

Although  expansion  in  the  last  14  years  has  been  limited,  the  Department  feels 
that  the  experience  gained  during  this  period  is  sufficient  to  justify  a  more 
rapid  rate  of  expansion  so  as  to  provide  more  farmers  with  the  protection  pro¬ 
vided  under  the  all-risk  crop  insurance  program. 

Table  I  summarizes  the  crop  insurance  operation  for  the  crop  year  1962. 

Table  I. — 1962  crop  year  ( estimated ) 


Number  of  counties _  996 

Number  of  county  programs _  i  953 

Number  of  commodities  insured _  ’  16 

Number  of  crops  insured _  370  000 

Premiums - $24,  000’,  000 

Indemnities - §21,600,000 

Loss  adjustment  cost -  $1,  000,  000 


In  1948,  when  the  program  was  placed  on  a  limited  basis,  the  law  provided 
that  not  more  than  seven  commodities  might  be  covered  the  first  year  and  not 
more  than  three  additional  commodities  each  year  thereafter.  Table  II  shows 
the  commodities  now  covered  and  the  number  of  county  programs  in  effect  in 
1962. 


Table  II. — Commodities  insured  and  number  of  county  programs  in  effect  in  1962 


Commodity 

County 

programs 

Commodity 

County 

programs 

133 

Peaches.  .  .  .  _ 

3 

25 

Peanuts  . . 

5 

14 

Raisins _  ...  _  _ 

8 

38 

Rice.  . . 

7 

335 

Soybeans _ _  .  ...  .  .  .. 

322 

155 

Tobacco .  . 

187 

Flax  _  _  ..  . .. 

78 

Wheat _  _  _  ... _  ...  _.  . 

541 

27 

Oats _ _ _ _  _ 

75 

Total _ _ _ _  __ 

1, 953 

Crop  insurance  is  a  program  under  which  farmers  pay  a  premium  for  the 
protection  they  get  against  crop  losses.  Premiums  in  effect  for  the  various 
crops  are  designed  to  cover  losses  and  provide  for  a  reasonable  reserve,  but  not 
administrative  costs,  although  some  administrative  costs  are  paid  out  of  premium 
income. 

The  total  cost  of  the  program,  including  administrative  expenses,  since  its 
inception  in  1938,  amounts  to  $190,714,653.  Of  this,  $63,708,907  are  the  losses 
experienced  because  indemnities  and  other  costs  charged  against  premiums 
exceeded  premiums. 

However,  for  the  period  1948-61  premiums  exceed  indemnities  and  other  costs 
paid  out  of  premiums  by  $9,291,093.  During  this  period  $4,912,647  in  loss 
adjustment  costs  and  $1,891,693  in  administrative  costs  were  paid  out  of 
premiums. 

Administrative  costs  (appropriated)  for  the  entire  period  1938-61  amounts 
to  $127,005,076.  Of  this,  $81,178,672  is  chargeable  to  the  1948-61  period. 

Table  III  shows  complete  data  on  the  program  from  its  inception. 


Table  III. —  Income  and  expenses,  1939-61 
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No  insurance.  a  includes  miscellaneous  Income  items  (or  interest  earned  on  premiums,  nonrefundable 

Based  on  Jan.  5,  1962  estimates.  credits,  and  miscellaneous  prior  year  adjustments  of  premiums,  indemnities,  and  pro¬ 

vision  for  uncollectible  accounts. 
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The  Department  of  Agriculture  favors  enactment  of  this  bill.  The  report  on 
the  bill  from  the  Department  follows  : 


Department  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C.  May  7, 1962. 


Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

V.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  February  20,  1962, 
for  a  report  on  S.  2859,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act,  as 
amended,  in  order  to  increase  the  number  of  new  counties  in  which  crop  insur¬ 
ance  may  be  offered  each  year. 

The  Department  recommends  that  the  bill  be  passed. 

The  bill  provides  for  an  increase  in  the  number  of  new  counties  in  which  crop 
insurance  may  be  offered  each  year  from  100  to  150. 

In  1948  the  crop  insurance  program  was  placed  on  a  limited,  experimental 
basis  to  gain  experience  and  accumulated  actuarial  data.  This  was  done  by 
Congress  because  of  the  adverse  experience  the  crop  insurance  program  had 
from  1938  to  1947  when  it  was  on  a  national  basis.  During  this  experimental 
period  (1948-61)  expansion  to  new  counties  has  been  limited.  In  no  year 
during  this  period  did  the  number  of  new  counties  allocated  approach  the  100- 
county  limitation. 

It  has  been  determined  that  after  14  years  of  experience  on  a  limited  basis, 
expansion  should  be  at  a  more  rapid  rate.  For  the  1962  crop  year,  100  new 
counties  were  allocated.  Current  plans  for  1963  also  provide  for  100  new 
counties.  If  the  limitation  on  new  counties  is  increased  from  100  to  150,  it  will 
permit  expansion  at  a  more  rapid  rate.  The  number  of  new  counties  that 
could  be  added  to  the  program  each  year,  would  of  course  depend  on  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  funds  each  year  for  expansion  of  the  crop  insurance  program. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presenta¬ 
tion  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary . 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 


In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing  Rules  of 
the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  reported,  are  shown  as 
follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black  brackets, 
new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing  law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed 
is  shown  in  roman)  : 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act 

*  *  *  *  *  4s  + 

Sec.  508.  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title  the  Corporation  is  authorized 
and  empowered — 

(a)  Commencing  with  crops  planted  for  harvest  in  1948,  for  the  purpose  of  de¬ 
termining  the  most  practical  plan,  terms,  and  conditions  of  insurance  for  agri- 
cultural  commodities,  if  sufficient  actuarial  data  are  available,  as  determined  by 
the  Board,  to  insure,  or  to  reinsure  insurers  of,  producers  of  such  agricultural 
commodities  under  any  plan  or  plans  of  insurance  determined  by  the  Board  to 
be  adapted  to  any  such  commodity.  Such  insurance  shall  be  against  loss  of  the 
insured  commodity  due  to  unavoidable  causes,  including  drought,  flood,  hail, 
wind,  frost,  winterkill,  lightning,  fire,  excessive  rain,  snow,  wildlife,  hurricane, 
tornado,  insect  infestation,  plant  disease,  and  such  other  unavoidable  causes  as 
may  be  determined  by  the  Board :  Provided,  That,  except  in  the  case  of  tobacco, 
such  insurance  shall  not  extend  beyond  the  period  the  insured  commodity  is  in 
the  field.  In  1948  insurance  shall  be  limited  to  not  more  than  seven  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities'  (including  wheat,  cotton,  flax,  corn,  and  tobacco)  and  to  not 
more  than  three  additional  agricultural  commodities  in  each  year  thereafter : 
Provided,  That  other  agricultural  commodities  may  be  included  in  multiple  crop 
insurance  (insurance  on  two  or  more  agricultural  commodities  under  one  con¬ 
tract  with  a  producer).  Beginning  with  crops  planted  for  harvest  in  1954,  crop 
insurance  may  be  offered  each  year  in  not  to  exceed  D003  150  counties  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  number  of  counties  in  which  such  insurance  was  offered  in  the  pre¬ 
ceding  year.  In  determining  the  new  counties  in  which  such  insurance  is  to  be 
offered  and  the  commodities  to  be  insured,  the  Corporation  shall  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  demand  of  farmers  for  such  insurance,  the  extent  to  which  such 
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insurance  is  available  to  commercial  producers  of  insured  commodities,  and  the 
anticipated  risk  of  loss  to  the  Corporation.  Reinsurance  for  private  insurance 
companies  shall  be  limited  to  not  to  exceed  twenty  counties  which  may  be  selected 
without  regard  to  the  other  county  limitations  specified  herein.  Any  insurance 
offered  against  loss  in  yield  shall  not  cover  in  excess  of  75  per  centum  of  the 
recorded  or  appraised  average  yield  of  the  commodity  on  the  insured  farm  for  a 
representative  period  subject  to  such  adjustments  as  the  Board  may  prescribe  to 
the  end  that  the  average  yields  fixed  for  farms  in  the  same  area,  which  are  subject 
to  the  same  conditions,  may  be  fair  and  just :  Provided,  That  if  75  per  centum 
of  the  average  yield  represents  generally  more  protection  than  the  investment  in 
the  crop  in  any  area,  taking  into  consideration  recognized  farming  practices, 
the  Board  shall  reduce  such  maximum  percentage,  so  as  more  nearly  to  reflect 
the  investment  in  the  crop  in  such  area.  Insurance  provided  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion  shall  not  cover  losses  due  to  the  neglect  or  malfeasance  of  the  producer,  or 
to  the  failure  of  the  Board  shall  be  representative  of  the  several  areas  where  the 
agricultural  producer  to  reseed  to  the  same  crop  in  areas  and  under  circumstances 
where  it  is  customary  to  so  reseed,  or  to  the  failure  of  the  producer  to  follow 
established  good  farming  practices.  Counties  selected  by  the  Board  shall  be 
representative  of  the  several  areas  where  the  agricultural  commodity  insured  is 
normally  produced.  The  Board  may  limit  or  refuse  insurance  in  any  county  or 
area,  or  on  any  farm,  on  the  basis  of  the  insurance  risk  involved.  Insurance 
shall  not  be  provided  on  any  agricultural  commodity  in  any  county  in  which  the 
Board  determines  that  the  income  from  such  commodity  constitutes  an  unimpor¬ 
tant  part  of  the  total  agricultural  income  of  the  county,  except  that  insurance  may 
be  provided  for  producers  on  farms  situated  in  a  local  producing  area  bordering 
on  a  county  with  a  crop-insurance  program.  The  Corporation  shall  report  an¬ 
nually  to  the  Congress  the  results  of  its  operations  as  to  each  commodity  insured. 

(b)  To  fix  adequate  premiums  for  insurance  in  the  agricultural  commodity 
or  in  cash,  at  such  rates  as  the  Board  deems  sufficient  to  cover  claims  for  crop 
losses  on  such  insurance  and  to  establish  as  expeditious  as  possible  a  reasonable 
reserve  against  unforeseen  losses :  Provided,  That  such  premiums  may  be  estab¬ 
lished  on  the  basis  of  the  parity  or  comparable  price  for  the  commodity  as  deter¬ 
mined  and  published  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  or  on  the  basis  of  an  aver¬ 
age  market  price  designated  by  the  Board.  Such  premiums  shall  be  collected 
at  such  time  or  times,  or  shall  be  secured  in  such  manner,  as  the  Board  may 
determine. 

(c)  To  adjust  and  pay  claims  for  losses  in  the  agricultural  commodity  or  in 
cash,  under  rules  prescribed  by  the  Board :  Provided,  That  indemnities  may  be 
determined  on  the  same  price  basis  as  premiums  are  determined  for  the  crop 
with  respect  to  which  such  indemnities  are  paid.  The  Corporation  shall  provide 
for  the  posting  annually  in  each  county  at  the  county  courthouse  of  a  list  of 
indemnities  paid  for  losses  on  farms  in  such  county.  In  the  event  that  any 
claim  for  indemnity  under  the  provisions  of  this  title  is  denied  by  the  Corpora¬ 
tion,  an  action  on  such  claim  may  be  brought  against  the  Corporation  in  the 
United  States  district  court,  or  in  any  court  of  record  of  the  State  having 
general  jurisdiction,  sitting  in  the  district  or  county  in  which  the  insured  farm 
is  located,  and  jurisdiction  is  hereby  conferred  upon  such  district  courts  to 
determine  such  controversies  without  regard  to  the  amount  in  controversy : 
Provided,  That  no  suit  on  such  claim  shall  be  allowed  under  this  section  unless 
the  same  shall  have  been  brought  within  one  year  after  the  date  when  notice 
of  denial  of  the  claim  is  mailed  to  and  received  by  the  claimant. 

(d)  From  time  to  time,  in  such  manner  and  through  such  agencies  as  the 
Board  may  determine,  to  purchase,  handle,  store,  insure,  provide  storage  facilities 
for.  and  sell  the  agricultural  commodity,  and  pay  any  expenses  incidental  there¬ 
to.  it  being  the  intent  of  this  provision,  however,  that,  insofar  as  practicable, 
the  Corporation  shall  purchase  the  agricultural  commodity  only  at  the  rate 
and  to  a  total  amount  equal  to  the  payment  of  premiums  in  cash  by  farmers  or 
to  replace  promptly  the  agricultural  commodity  sold  to  prevent  deterioration ; 
and  shall  sell  the  agricultural  commodity  only  to  the  extent  necessary  to  cover 
payments  of  indemnities  and  to  prevent  deterioration :  Provided,  however,  That 
nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  prompt  offset  purchases  and  sales  of  the 
agricultural  commodity  for  convenience  in  handling.  Nothing  in  this  section 
shall  prevent  the  Corporation  from  accepting,  for  the  payment  of  premiums, 
notes  payable  in  the  commodity  insured,  or  the  cash  equivalent,  upon  such 
security  as  may  be  determined  pursuant  to  subsection  fb)  of  this  section,  and 
from  purchasing  the  quantity  of  the  commodity  represented  by  any  of  such 
notes  not  paid  at  maturity.  The  restriction  on  the  purchase  and  sale  of  the 
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agricultural  commodity  provided  in  this  section  shall  be  made  a  part  of  any 
crop  insurance  agreement  made  under  this  title.  Notwithstanding  any  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  title,  there  shall  be  no  limitation  upon  the  legal  or  equitable  remedies 
available  to  the  insured  to  enforce  against  the  Corporation  the  foregoing  restric¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  purchases  and  sales  of  the  agricultural  commodity. 

(e)  In  connection  with  insurance  upon  yields  of  cotton,  to  include  provision 
for  additional  premiums  and  indemnity  in  terms  of  lint  cotton  to  cover  loss  of 
cottonseed,  such  additional  premium  and  indemnity  to  be  determined  on  the 
basis  of  the  average  relationship  between  returns  from  cottonseed  and  returns 
from  lint  cotton  for  the  same  period  of  years  as  that  used  for  computing  yields 
and  premium  rates. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  note  on  our  list  that  we  have  Mr.  John  Luft  of 
the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  present,  and  we  will  be  glad 
to  hear  from  you  now. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  N.  LUFT,  MANAGER,  FEDERAL  CROP  IN¬ 
SURANCE  CORPORATION;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  JOHN  P.  SKEFFING- 

TON,  DIRECTOR,  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE,  FEDERAL  CROP 

INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

Mr.  Luft.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  John 
N.  Luft,  the  manager  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation.  It 
is  a  pleasure  to  be  here  with  you  this  morning  and  to  discuss  with  you 
the  proposed  bill,  S.  2859,  to  amend  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act 
to  increase  the  maximum  number  of  new  counties  in  which  crop  in¬ 
surance  may  be  offered  each  year  from  100  to  150  counties. 

I  shall  not  read  this  statement  unless  you  would  have  me  do  so.  I 
will  be  very  brief  in  my  presentation  here. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  AYe  would  like  to  have  testimony  in  the  justifica¬ 
tion  of  this. 

Mr.  Luft.  AYe  are  limited  under  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act 
to  not  more  than  100  new  counties  per  year.  For  a  number  of  years 
the  program  has  been  on  an  experimental  basis.  Until  the  last  couple 
of  years  we  have  not  undertaken  much  of  an  expansion  program. 
However,  in  1962  and  1963  Ave  have  expanded  to  the  full  extent  per¬ 
mitted  by  the  law.  AVe  are  receiving  numerous  requests  for  addi¬ 
tional  counties.  Therefore,  we  feel  that  it  would  be  to  the  advantage 
of  the  farmers  to  increase  from  100  to  150  counties. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  made  a  part  of 
the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  prepared  statement  referred  to  folloAvs:) 

Statement  of  John  N.  Luft,  Manager,  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  committee :  It  is  a  pleasure  for  me  to  be 
here  to  discuss  with  you  the  proposed  bill,  S.  2859,  to  amend  the  Federal  Crop 
Insurance  Act  to  increase  the  maximum  number  of  new  counties  in  which  crop 
insurance  may  be  offered  each  year  from  100  to  150. 

The  crop  insurance  program  was  begun  in  1938  because  of  the  farmers’  need 
to  cushion  the  economic  impact  when  crop  losses  occur  through  no  fault  of  their 
own,  and  because  private  interests  would  not  enter  this  risky  field. 

Because  of  adverse  experience  during  the  early  years  of  the  program  (1938- 
47),  when  it  was  on  a  national  basis,  Congress  placed  the  program  on  a  limited 
experimental  basis  in  1948  to  gain  experience  and  actuarial  data.  Under  this 
experimental  program,  the  maximum  permissible  expansion  was  limited  to  100 
new  counties  each  year.  However,  expansion  between  1953  and  1961  was  limited 
to  43  additional  counties. 

The  experience  during  the  14-year  period  from  1948  to  1961  shows  premium 
income  of  $262.5  million  exceeding  indemnities  of  $246.5  million  by  about  $16 
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million.  Also,  our  first  estimate  for  the  1962  crop  year  indicates  we  will  have 
a  premium  excess  of  about  $10  million.  We  feel  that  the  past  operating  experi¬ 
ence  indicates  that  expansion  of  the  crop  insurance  protection  to  more  farmers 
can.  and  should  be  accelerated,  and  we  are  moving  in  that  direction. 

For  the  1962  crop  year,  insurance  was  offered  in  996  counties;  100  of  these 
were  new  counties,  the  maximum  permitted  by  existing  law.  Current  plans 
for  1963  also  provide  for  100  new  counties.  If  the  limitation  on  new  counties  is 
increased  from  100  to  150,  we  plan  an  adding  crop  insurance  protection  in  50 
more  counties  for  1963,  provided  funds  are  available.  For  1964,  we  would  again 
propose  that  the  program  be  expanded  to  150  new  counties  instead  of  the  100 
currently  planned. 

We  have  received  numerous  requests  for  crop  insurance  protection  in  new 
counties  and  could  effectively  utilize  the  proposed  increase  in  the  maximum 
number  of  new  counties  for  the  next  several  years.  I,  therefore,  recommend 
that  the  proposed  bill  be  passed. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  we  would  be  glad  to  answer  them  for  you. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  You  now  have  100  counties  under  the  program  ? 

Mr.  Luft.  Yes.  We  have  gone  into  100  new  counties  in  1962.  We 
have  also  allocated  100  new  counties  for  1963. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Are  these  counties  now  paying  their  way  ? 

Mr.  Luft.  Are  they  paying  their  way  ? 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Luft.  Yes.  We  will  operate,  in  1962,  barring  any  serious  loss 
in  the  Corn  Belt,  at  about  a  0.60  loss  ratio. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Does  that  include  the  cost  of  all  personnel  at  the 
Washington  level  down  to  the  local  level  ? 

Mr.  Luft.  No.  The  administrative  costs  are  appropriated  funds. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  is  over  and  above  the  present  cost  ? 

Mr.  Luft.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Actually,  you  are  not  paying  for  the  cost  of  the 
program,  then  ? 

Mr.  Luft.  No.  We  do,  however,  take,  I  believe  it  is  $3,830,000  out 
of  the  premium  funds  to  pay  the  loss  adjustment  cost  and  a  portion 
of  operating  and  administrative  expenses. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  In  other  words  the  premiums  are  not  paying  for 
it? 

Mr.  Luft.  No. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Are  there  any  further  questions  ? 

Mr.  Coad.  In  regard  to  this  premium  pay  schedule  I  was  reading  an 
item  that  appeared  in  the  paper  not  long  ago — 1  do  not  remember  the 
exact  figures,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corpo¬ 
ration  is  collecting  approximately  twice  the  amount  that  it  is  paying 
back  to  the  farmers.  Is  that  correct  \ 

Mr.  Luft.  Since  1948,  if  1  am  cor  rect,  we  have  paid  out  0.94  of  the 
premiums  collected.  Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  That  is  correct.  We  paid  back  to  the  farmers, 
from  1948  through  1962,  94  percent  of  the  premiums  that  they  paid 
in.  We  have  a  surplus  of  premiums  over  indemnities  of  about  $16 
million  for  that  period  of  time.  The  total  premiums  from  1948  to 
1961  were  about  $262  million,  and  we  have  paid  back  everything  except 
$16  million  of  that  to  the  farmers. 

Mr.  Coad.  Of  that  amount,  is  the  $16  million  held  for  a  large 
disaster? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  It  is  a  surplus  for  future  loss;  yes. 

Mr.  Coad.  That  is  all,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Hoeven? 
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Mr.  Hoeven.  How  do  you  determine  the  new  counties  to  be  in¬ 
cluded  ? 

Mr.  Luft.  We  receive  many  requests  from  counties  through  farm¬ 
ers  presenting  petitions  to  the  corporation  or  to  our  State  directors, 
or  to  their  Congressman  asking  for  crop  insurance  in  their  county. 
We  select  them  on  the  basis  of  insurable  crops.  We  have  to  take  into 
consideration  the  acreage  and  the  feasibility  of  going  into  these  coun¬ 
ties  from  an  administrative  standpoint. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Have  you  given  any  consideration  or  thought  as  to 
where  you  might  select  these  additional  50  counties? 

Mr.  Luft.  W  e  have.  We  have  requests  on  hand  at  the  present 
time.  They  will  be  pretty  well  scattered  out  over  the  entire  agricul¬ 
tural  area  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Can  you  tell  me  whether  any  will  be  in  the  State  of 
Iowa  ? 

Mr.  Luft.  I  am  sure  that  we  have  already  allocated,  in  1963,  several 
new  count  ies  in  the  State  of  Iowa. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  I  am  glad  to  know  that. 

Mr.  Luft.  We  just  recently,  for  your  information,  have  had  re¬ 
quests  from  Hawaii  to  go — to  offer  insurance  over  there. 

Mr.  Abernettiy.  Are  there  further  questions  ? 

Mr.  Short  ? 

Mr.  Short.  In  table  3,  on  page  three  of  the  Senate  report  which 
accompanies  this  bill,  in  that  table  it  appears  to  set  out  the  income 
for  the  program  beginning  in  1938.  And  if  I  read  it  rightly,  it 
indicates  that  there  has  been  a  deficit  of  $190,711,653  during  the  life 
of  the  program.  Is  that  correct,  sir? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Luft.  The  Crop  Insurance  Act  was  passed  in  1938,  if  you  will 
recall,  and  because  of  adverse  experience  during  the  early  years  of  the 
program,  that  is,  1938  through  1947,  when  it  was  on  a  national  basis 
at  that  time  and  really  did  not  have  any  experience,  it  did  not  have 
any  knowledge  in  underwriting,  to  base  our  rates  and  our  coverages 
on,  and  in  1948  Congress  placed  the  program  on  a  limited  experi¬ 
mental  basis,  to  gain  more  experience  and  actuarial  data.  If  you  will 
look  at  the  figures,  affer  1947  we  have  quite  a  different  figure. 

Mr.  Short.  Starting  with  the  year  1948, 1  notice,  in  the  last  column, 
there  seems  to  be  some  years  in  which  a  deficit  was  incurred. 

Mr.  Luft.  Those  figures  include  administrative  costs,  so  that  would 
account  for  that.  The  administrative  costs  were  figured  in  there 
and  it  would  show  a  loss.  That  last  column  includes  the  administra¬ 
tive  costs. 

Mr.  Short.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  What  are  your  current  annual  administrative 
costs  ? 

Mr.  Luft.  What  is  it  for  1962,  $7  million  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  The  1962  authorization  for  administrative  and 
operating  expenses  consisted  of  an  appropriation  of  $6,549,000,  and 
authority  to  expend  $2,830,000  from  premium  income. 

Mr.  Abernettiy.  In  other  words,  the  administrative  costs  would  be 
$6  million  plus  $2  million  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Abernettiy.  That  is  the  total  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  Yes. 
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Mr.  Abernethy.  How  much  is  that  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  About  $9  million. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  $9,379,000? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  is  the  gross  annual  premium  income? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  In  1961  it  was  $18,150,000.  We  estimate  for 
1962,  it  will  be  $22,500,000. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  $22,500,000? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  is  the  premiums  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  is  the  outgo,  losses — what  would  that  be  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  For  1961  it  was  $15,990,000. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  is  your  estimate  for  1962  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  About  $12  million. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  About  $12  million  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Then  you  will  operate  in  the  black  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  For  1962,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  was  your  loss  in  1961  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  About  $6  million. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  was  it  the  year  before — what  did  you  do 
the  year  before  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  In  1960  it  was  about  $167,000. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  see  that  now — I  see  the  column. 

Mr.  Heimburger  wants  to  ask  a  question. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  What  part  of  the  cost  is  now  being  paid  out  of 
the  premiums  for  insurance  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  The  loss  adjustment  costs? 

Mr.  Heimburger.  Yes. 

Mr.  Skeffington.  None  of  it  is  coming  out  of  the  premium  in¬ 
come.  We  are  applying  the  cost  of  the  loss  adjustment  against  the 
reserves ;  in  other  words,  our  premium  rates  are  set  so  as  to  cover  the 
indemnity  and  to  establish  a  reserve. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  Perhaps  I  used  the  wrong  phrase.  My  under¬ 
standing  is  that  at  the  present  time,  at  least  part  of  your  cost  of  ad¬ 
justment  is  coming  out  of  money  which  is  paid  in  premiums  for  in¬ 
surance,  is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  Yes.  The  entire  cost  of  the  loss  adjustment  is 
being  charged  against  the  premium  income.  In  addition  to  that  the 
$2,830,000  which  I  referred  to  earlier  was  authorized  to  be  paid  from 
premium  income. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  What  kind  of  administrative  work  is  this 
$2,830,000  being  used  for  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  The  regular  operating  and  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  in  Washington  and  in  the  field. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  So  that  at  the  present  time  the  operation  of  the 
program  is  paying  all  of  the  adjustment  costs  and  part  of  the  overall 
administrative  costs  ?  Is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Skeffington.  Yes. 

Mr.  Heimburger.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Are  there  further  questions  ? 

Mr.  Johnson  ? 
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Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  What  explanation  have  you  for  the  big 
losses  back  in  1952  and  1953,  et  cetera  ? 

Mr.  Luft.  There  was  a  heavy  drought  in  the  Wheat  Belt — there 
were  3  successive  years  of  that. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Thank  you.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Dole  ? 

Mr.  Dole.  Mr.  Chairman,  how  much  additional  administrative  costs 
will  there  be  in  including  the  50  counties?  How  much  will  that  be- 
in  addition? 

Mr.  Luft.  It  will  not  run  too  high,  because  we  have  our  divisions 
set  up.  We  will  have  to  limit  this  expansion  to  our  available  funds. 
We  might  not  be  able  in  1963  to  go  into  all  of  the  50  counties  because 
of  a  certain  amount  of  actuarial  experience.  You  understand  that  we 
sell  insurance  prior  to  the  planting  of  the  crop.  We  do  not  give  the 
farmer  the  selectivity  whereby  he  can  sit  out  the  bad  years  and  carry 
insurance  on  that. 

Mr.  Dole.  You  do  not  anticipate  a  great  increase  in  personnel? 

Mr.  Luft.  No  increase  in  personnel  with  the  exception  of  the  county 
level.  We  will  have  to  employ  maybe  one  person  in  a  county.  The 
rest  of  the  work  will  be  done  with  the  people  we  now  have.  We  have 
to  stay  within  the  funds  available. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dole.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Are  there  further  cpiest-ions  ? 

(No  response.) 

Mr.  Abernethy.  If  not,  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Luft,  and  Mr. 
Skeffiington. 

(The  following  statement  was  also  submitted  to  the  committee:) 

Statement  of  National  Farmers  Union 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  National  Farmers  Union  wishes 
to  express  strong  support  for  S.  2859  to  amend  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act 
in  order  to  increase  the  number  of  new  counties  in  which  crop  insurance  may  be 
offered  each  year. 

Farmers  Union  believes  that  improvements  and  expansion  of  this  program 
should  be  continued  until  it  is  available  to  family  farmers  in  every  county  in 
the  United  States  for  all  crops. 

Also,  premium  income  paid  by  producers  should  be  reserved  to  pay  for  losses 
and  not  used  for  administrative  costs. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  We  will  now  go  to  the  next  bill. 

(Whereupon,  at  10:35  the  committee  proceeded  to  S.  3517.) 
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WEDNESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  12,  1962 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington ,  D.C . 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10 :35  a.m.,  in  room 
1310,  New  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.,  Hon.  Thomas  G. 
Abernethy  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Abernethy,  Gathings,  Hagen  of  Califor¬ 
nia,  Johnson  of  Wisconsin,  Matthews,  Coad,  Breeding,  Stubblefield, 
Purcell,  Hoeven,  Hague,  Mclntire,  Teague  of  California,  Short,  Mrs. 
May,  Dole,  and  Beermann. 

Also  present :  Christine  S.  Gallagher,  clerk ;  Hyde  H.  Murray,  assist¬ 
ant  clerk;  John  J.  Heimburger,  counsel,  and  Francis  LeMay,  con¬ 
sultant. 

Mr.  Abernethy  (presiding).  The  committee  will  now  turn  to  S. 
3517. 

S.  3517,  together  with  the  report  of  the  Senate,  No.  1860,  and  the 
report  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  dated  September  10,  1962, 
will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(S.  3517  and  attached  report  follow :) 

[S.  3517,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

AN  ACT  To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  establish  and  carry  out  a  program  to 
promote  the  flow  of  domestically  produced  lumber  in  commerce 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  each  fiscal  year,  beginning  with  the 
fiscal  year  commencing  July  1,  196'2,  from  moneys  made  available  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  an 
amount  equal  to  50  per  centum  of  the  gross  receipts  from  duties  collected  under 
the  customs  laws  on  lumber  (rough,  dressed,  and  worked),  flooring,  and  mold¬ 
ings  and  plywood,  which  shall  be  maintained  in  a  separate  fund  and  shall 
remain  available  for  use  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  establish  and  carry 
out  a  program  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  flow  of  domestically  produced 
lumber  in  foreign  and  domestic  commerce,  including  (1)  research  and  experi¬ 
mentation  to  develop  and  increase  markets  for  such  lumber,  (2)  such  other 
experimentation  and  biological,  technological,  and  other  research  as  may  promote 
such  purpose,  and  (3)  the  distribution  to  the  domestic  lumber  industry  of  the 
results  of  the  research  and  experimentation  carried  out  under  such  program. 

Sec.  2.  In  carrying  out  the  program  established  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall,  as  far  as  practicable,  cooperate  with  other 
appropriate  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  and  with  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernment  agencies,  private  agencies,  organizations,  and  individuals,  having  juris¬ 
diction  over  or  an  interest  in  the  domestic  lumber  industry.  The  Secretary  may 
appoint  an  advisory  committee  from  such  industry  to  advise  him  in  the  formula¬ 
tion  of  policy,  rules,  and  regulations  with  respect  to  x-equests  for  assistance,  and 
other  matters  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  3.  In  order  to  assist  the  program  established  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act.  any  agency  of  the  United  States,  or  any  corporation  wholly  owned  by 

117 


118 


MISCELLANEOUS  HEARINGS 


the  United  States,  may  transfer,  without  reimbursement  or  transfer  of  funds, 
any  equipment  excess  to  its  needs  required  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in 
carrying  out  such  program. 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  annually  make  a  report  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce  of  the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to  the  use  of 
the  separate  fund  established  under  the  provisions  of  the  first  section  of  this 
Act. 

Passed  the  Senate  August  23, 1962. 

Attest : 

Felton  M.  .Johnston,  Secretary. 


[87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  S.  Rept.  No.  1860] 

Promoting  Domestic  Forest  Products 

The  Committee  on  Commerce,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (S.  3517)  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  establish  and  carry  out  a  program  to 
promote  the  flow  of  domestically  produced  lumber  in  commerce,  having  consid¬ 
ered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  an  amendment  and  recommend  that 
the  bill,  as  amended,  do  pass. 

i.  purpose  of  legislation 

The  bill,  S.  3517,  is  designed  to  promote  the  flow  of  domestically  produced 
lumber — softwood  and  hardwood — including  forest  products,  in  commerce  in 
the  United  States  and  abroad  through  research  on  lumber  production  and  mar¬ 
keting.  Fifty  percent  of  the  duties  collected  on  imported  forest  products  would 
be  placed  in  a  fund  to  be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  these  purposes. 
Estimates  submitted  to  your  committee  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  indicate 
that  in  1961,  a  standard  year,  approximately  $7,350,000  would  have  been  made 
available  for  this  program  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  S.  3517. 

II.  BACKGROUND  OF  LEGISLATION 

For  the  past  several  months  your  committee  has  been  concerned  with  the 
steadily  declining  economic  position  of  the  domestic  lumber  industry.  Extensive 
hearings  have  been  held  in  Washington,  D.C. ;  Olympia,  Wash. ;  Portland,  Oreg. ; 
and  Lewiston,  Idaho.  Numerous  meetings  have  taken  place  among  members  of 
your  committee,  other  interested  Senators,  Members  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  State  and  local  officials,  industry  representatives,  and  persons  in  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch,  including  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

The  conditions  that  have  demanded  widespread  attention  are,  briefly,  a  decline 
in  lumber-producing  facilities  (including  complete  closings  of  more  than  200 
sawmills  in  Oregon  alone  over  the  past.  14  months)  with  a  subsequent  decline 
in  employment,  accompanied  by  a  general  economic  malaise  in  those  areas  sig¬ 
nificantly  dependent  upon  the  lumber  industry  for  economic  well-being.  The 
Pacific  Northwest — Oregon.  Washington,  California,  and  Idaho — have  been  most 
affected,  but  there  are  also  clear-cut  indications  of  injury  in  other  areas,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  southern  pine  region. 

Under  normal  conditions,  the  domestic  lumber  industry  provides  direct  employ¬ 
ment  for  about  3  million  workers,  making  it  the  fourth  largest  American  industry. 
Adding  service  and  community-related  jobs,  the  lumber  industry  is  the  basis  for 
employment  of  approximately  10  million  workers.  At  present,  the  decline  of  the 
lumber  industry  has  caused  200,000  forest  products  workers  to  be  out  of  jobs. 
And  indications  are  that  unless  remedial  steps  are  taken,  the  number  will  steadily 
increase,  with  disastrous  impact  on  many  hundreds  of  communities  all  over 
the  Nation — particularly  in  the  South,  Intermountain  West,  Far  West,  and 
Alaska. 

There  are  three  main  causes  for  the  decline.  One  is  a  sluggish  housing  market, 
the  major  market  for  domestically  produced  lumber.  Industry  economists  point 
out  that  a  15-percent  increase  in  demand  in  any  one  year  would  be  required  to 
restore  the  lumber  industry  to  1959  levels,  plus  a  reversal  of  the  trend  toward 
multifamily  dwellings.  Competent  observers  do  not  expect  such  a  dramatic 
upturn  in  demand  until  1966  at  the  earliest. 
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Up  to  now,  the  most  severe  impact  has  been  in  the  tidewater  areas  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest  where  the  Canadian  share  of  waterborne  shipment  to  the 
east  coast  has  increased  from  7  percent  10  years  ago  to  well  over  70  percent 
currently.  As  Senator  Warren  G.  Magnusou,  chairman  of  your  committee,  said 
in  introducing  S.  3517 : 

“Unless  something  can  be  done  to  offset  certain  restrictions  in  this  country, 
the  west  coast — Washington,  Oregon,  California — production  of  softwood  lumber 
for  shipments  to  the  Atlantic  coast  will  disappear  entirely.  When  this  occurs  in 
many  lumber  communities  of  the  West  the  relationship  of  lumber  production  to 
the  community  will  parallel  what  has  happened  to  the  depressed  coal  mining 
areas  of  West  Virginia.” 

Most  of  the  causes  of  this  development  relate  to  Government  policies  by  which 
Canada  promotes,  far  more  than  the  United  States,  vigorous  competition  based 
on  equality  of  conditions.  The  major  areas  of  policy  difference  concern:  (1) 
Forest  management,  including  determination  of  allowable  cut,  rotation  age,  mar¬ 
keting  of  full  allowable  cut,  road  requirements,  method  of  bidding,  and  scaling; 
(2)  a  depreciated  Canadian  dollar  at  92.5  cents  which  gives  the  Canadian 
producer  a  7.5-cent  price  advantage  from  the  start;  (3)  the  restriction  against 
the  use  of  foreign  ships  in  the  domestic  intercoastal  trade  which  gives  Canada 
an  average  of  $8.50  per  thousand  board  feet  transportation  cost  advantage  for 
waterborne  shipments. 

All  of  these  factors  are  detailed  vividly  in  the  record  developed  by  your  com¬ 
mittee  in  its  hearings.  Steps  have  been  taken  to  revise  some  of  our  national 
policies  to  allow  the  lumber  industry  to  compete  on  an  equal  basis ;  others  are  in 
process  of  being  adopted.  The  Forest  Service  is  conscientiously  examining  its 
management  of  the  Nation’s  forests  and  has  already  made  certain  changes  to 
meet  many  of  the  valid  criticisms  made  by  the  industry.  Your  committee  has 
reported  favorably  an  original  bill  to  permit  the  use  of  foreign  vessels  for 
shipping  lumber  when  severe  hardship  conditions  exist.  In  addition,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  announced  the  initiation  of  negotiations  with  Canada  concerning  the 
level  of  Canadian  imports  into  the  United  States;  the  establishment  of  a 
preference  for  American  products  in  the  purchase  of  lumber  by  the  Department 
of  Defense,  the  General  Services  Administration,  and  other  Federal  departments 
and  agencies ;  and  increased  attention  to  loan  applications  filed  by  lumber  mills 
with  the  Small  Business  Administration  and  the  Area  Redevelopment  Adminis¬ 
tration.  Moreover,  the  lumber  industry  has  petitioned  the  Tariff  Commission 
for  relief.  In  short,  significant  progress  has  been  made. 

III.  NEED  FOB  LEGISLATION 

However,  the  third  major  cause  of  the  lumber  industry’s  difficulties  is  some¬ 
thing  that  cannot  be  remedied  quickly;  it  is  a  long-term  problem  and  relates 
to  the  replacement  of  lumber  by  other  building  materials  and  the  development 
of  new  markets  for  lumber,  both  in  terms  of  new  products  and  new  marketing 
areas,  particularly  abroad. 

Also  involved  is  the  subsidiary  but  vital  question  of  the  advisability  of  using 
lumber-substitute  materials  of  high  strategic  value  and  thus  important  to 
national  security  in  increasing  amounts  in  lieu  of  lumber.  Wood  is  one  of  our 
most  valuable  natural  resources;  sustained-yield  management  appears  to  have 
made  possible  an  inexhaustible  supply  in  our  national  forests. 

Aside  from  domestic  considerations,  it  is  clear  that  the  international  market 
will  be  of  increasing  importance  in  the  future.  No  industry  can  wisely  ignore 
the  prosperous  markets  of  Europe  and  other  industrialized  nations.  No  industry 
can  wisely  ignore  the  prospective  markets  in  the  developing  nations  as  they 
strive  for  higher  standards  of  living.  Thus,  the  domestic  lumber  industry 
must  vigorously  seek  to  expand  its  international  scope,  as  well  as  to  recoup  its 
position  in  the  domestic  market.  If  it  is  not  in  a  position  to  compete  abroad,  it 
will  likely  experience  increased  problems  in  competing  at  home. 

Considering  all  the  facts  involved,  valuing  domestic  economic  stability  and 
prosperity  and  the  responsibilities  for  developing  a  more  comprehensive  and 
intensive  international  trade  program  for  the  United  States,  the  Government  can¬ 
not  ignore  an  industry  of  such  size  and  importance.  In  keeping  with  our  general 
and  longstanding  policy  of  promotion  of  business,  some  concrete  assistance  must 
be  given  similar  to  that  offered  other  industries.  The  most  pertinent  precedent 
for  this  bill — and  from  which  it  is  adopted — is  the  Kenned.v-Saltonstall  Act. 
This  law  was  enacted  when  the  fishing  industry  underwent  a  similar  economic 
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decline.  Largely  as  a  result  of  the  application  of  Kennedy-Saltonstall  funds  to 
the  major  problems  of  the  fishing  industry,  the  industry  was  able  to  regain  some 

of  its  lost  ground.  ,  ,  . 

The  lumber  industry  itself  is  annually  expending  considerable  funds  to  de¬ 
velop  new  products,  promote  lumber  and  expand  markets.  It  must  be  admitted, 
however,  that  these  expenditures  do  not  compare  favorably  with  those  of  some 
other  industries.  For  example,  aluminum  spends  an  estimated  4  cents  out  of 
each  revenue  dollar  on  market  development ;  the  lumber  industry  spends  only  0.4 
cent  on  promotion.  The  lumber  industry  has  made  only  limited  efforts  to  gain 
access  to  foreign  markets. 

While  recognizing  the  proper  role  Government  must  play  in  maintaining 
sound  economic  conditions  and  prosperity  and  full  employment  throughout  the 
Nation,  particularly  in  this  difficult  transitional  period,  industry  must  not  shirk 
its  responsibilities.  Under  our  economic  system,  the  main  load  must  be  carried 
by  the  private  interest  affected.  Your  committee  strongly  believes  that  if  the 
research  and  development  program  is  to  be  a  success,  the  industry  itself  must 
do  far  more  than  at  present.  The  program  authorized  by  this  bill,  limited  by 
the  relatively  small  amount  of  money  available,  should  provide  an  impetus  to 
the  industry’s  own  efforts  and  by  coordinating  programs  cause  a  more  efficient 
use  of  total  resources.  The  result  would  be  a  material  contribution  to  economic 
prosperity  within  the  lumber  industry  and  the  lumber-producing  areas. 

XV.  SECTION-BY-SECTION  ANALYSIS 

A.  Section  1 

Section  1  would  provide  for  the  transferral  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  an  amount  equal  to  50  percent  of  the  gross  re¬ 
ceipts  from  the  duties  collected  on  lumber,  flooring,  moldings,  and  plywood.  The 
money  would  come  from  the  funds  made  available  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
section  32  of  the  act  of  August  24.  1035  (7  U.S.C.  G12c).  This  law  provides  that 
an  amount  equal  to  30  percent  of  the  gross  receipts  from  all  duties  shall  be 
placed  in  a  separate  fund  and  used  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  encourage 
exportation  of  agricultural  products  and  commodities  and  to  encourage  the 
domestic  consumption  of  agricultural  products  and  commodities. 

The  separate  fund  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  to  be 
used  to  established  and  carry  out  a  program  to  promote  the  flow  of  domestically 
produced  lumber  in  foreign  and  domestic  commerce,  including  “(1)  research  and 
experimentation  to  develop  and  increase  markets  for  such  lumber,  (2)  such 
other  experimentation  and  biological,  technological,  and  other  research  as  may 
promote  such  purposes,  and  (3)  the  distribution  to  the  domestic  lumber  industry 
of  the  results  of  the  research  and  experimentation  carried  out  under  such  pro¬ 
gram.” 

B.  Section  2 

Section  2  would  require  cooperation  with  other  Federal  agencies,  State  and 
local  governments,  and  private  organizations  and  individuals  with  an  interest 
in  the  lumber  industry.  There  is.  for  example,  a  forest  research  program 
underway  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  which  should,  for  optimum  results, 
be  coordinated  with  the  efforts  stimulated  by  S.  3517.  The  Secretary  would  be 
authorized  to  appoint  an  industry  advisory  committee  to  advise  him  in  forming 
policy,  rules  and  regulations  with  respect  to  the  administration  of  this  law. 

G.  Section  S 

Section  3  would  allow  any  agency  of  the  United  States  to  transfer  without 
reimbursement  any  excess  equipment  required  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
in  administering  this  program. 

D.  Section  4 

Section  4  would  require  the  Secretary  to  report  annually  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  of  the  House  with  respect  to  the  use  of  the  fund  established  by  this 
legislation. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

There  are  no  changes  in  existing  law. 
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Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  September  10, 1962. 

Hou.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  July  20,  10(52, 
for  our  views  and  comments  on  II. R.  12474,  a  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  establish  and  carry  out  a  program  to  promote  the  How  of  domesti¬ 
cally  produced  lumber  in  commerce. 

We  are  in  sympathy  with  the  objectives  of  this  bill  but  recommend  that  it  not 
be  enacted. 

The  bill  proposes  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  transfer  to  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  each  fiscal  year,  beginning  with  fiscal  year  1963,  an  amount  equal 
to  30  percent  of  the  customs  receipts  collected  on  lumber  (rough,  dressed,  and 
worked)  flooring,  moldings,  and  plywood.  These  transfers  would  be  made  from 
moneys  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  section  32  of  the  act  of  August  24, 1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c) . 

These  transferred  funds  would  be  maintained  in  a  separate  fund  and  remain 
available  for  use  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  establishing  and  carrying 
out  a  program  of  research  and  experimentation  to  develop  and  increase  foreign 
and  domestic  markets  for  lumber.  In  calendar  year  1961,  30  percent  of  the 
customs  receipts  on  the  specified  timber  products  amounted  to  approximately 
$4.7  million. 

We  agree  that  accelerated  research  aimed  at  developing  and  increasing  the 
utilization  and  marketing  of  lumber  is  highly  desirable.  Research  expenditures 
by  the  lumber  industry,  the  Forest  Service  (an  agency  of  this  Department), 
universities,  and  other  research  agencies  conducting  research  on  lumber  and 
wood  products  have  lagged  far  behind  expenditures  for  research  on  the  process¬ 
ing  and  marketing  of  competitive  materials.  In  fiscal  year  1962  research  by  the 
Forest  Service  in  the  field  of  forest  products  utilization  and  marketing,  cover¬ 
ing  both  lumber  and  other  wood  products,  amounted  to  about  $5  million.  This 
included  research  at  the  Forest  Products  Laboratory  at  Madison,  Wis.,  and  at 
the  several  regional  forest  experiment  stations  of  the  Forest  Service. 

In  its  research  program,  the  Forest  Service  works  closely  with  the  lumber 
industry  through  such  means  as  advisory  committees  and  consultation  with 
industry  representatives,  as  well  as  with  other  research  agencies. 

Complete  information  is  not.  available  on  the  entire  forest  products  research 
expenditures,  but  it  is  estimated  that  expenditures  for  research  on  lumber 
problems  by  industry  have  amounted  to  about  $8  million  annually  in  recent 
years.  Expenditures  by  other  research  agencies,  including  universities,  for 
research  on  forest  products  and  marketing,  including  research  on  problems  of 
the  lumber  industry,  are  estimated  to  amount  to  somewhat  less  than  $2  million 
annually. 

In  view  of  the  small  size  of  firms  and  the  widely  dispersed  character  of  the 
lumber  industry,  we  believe  a  major  public  research  effort  related  to  the  process¬ 
ing  and  marketing  problems  of  the  industry  is  desirable  and  justified. 

We  seriously  question,  however,  the  assignment  of  responsibility  for  this  re¬ 
search  and  development  work  to  the  Department  of  Commerce,  since  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  is  already  carrying  on  a  sizable  program  in  this  general 
area.  We  believe  that  increased  Federal  research  on  utilization  and  marketing 
problems  of  the  lumber  industry  could  best  be  carried  out  by  strengthening  the 
going  programs  that  are  now  underway  in  this  Department. 

Further,  we  are  not  in  favor  of  the  method  proposed  in  II. R.  12474  for  financ¬ 
ing  this  work.  In  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  research  activities  are 
financed  from  direct  appropriations.  Section  32  appropriations  are  not  being 
used  for  research  work  on  agricultural  commodities.  Therefore,  we  believe  that 
this  research  program  should  be  financed  by  direct  appropriations  instead  of 
by  transfers  from  section  32  appropriations. 

By  following  this  procedure,  funds  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  by  section  32  will  remain  available  for  the  original  purposes  of  the 
section  32  appropriations  “to  encourage  the  exportation  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  *  *  *  encourage  the  domestic  consumption  of  such  commodities  *  *  * 
and  reestablish  farmers’  purchasing  power  *  *  *.”  The  Congress,  in  enact¬ 
ing  the  section  32  legislation,  apparently  intended  to  provide  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  authority  and  funds  to  carry  on  a  flexible  program  of  removing 
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surpluses — either  physical  or  economic — principally  of  certain  perishable  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities.  The  law  limits  the  amount  that  can  be  used  for  any  one 
agricultural  commodity  to  25  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  section  32. 
Additional  earmarking  by  statute  of  section  32  funds  for  other  purposes  could 
seriously  hamper  the  usefulness  and  administration  of  these  funds. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presenta¬ 
tion  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  Is  there  anyone  here  to  testify  from  the 
Department  ? 

Mr.  Holmaas.  I  am  here. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  ARTHUR  J.  HOLMAAS,  DIRECTOR,  BUDGET  AND 

FINANCE  DIVISION,  AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE;  AC¬ 
COMPANIED  BY  DR.  H.  R.  JOSEPHSON,  DIRECTOR,  DIVISION  OF 

FOREST  ECONOMICS  AND  MARKETING  RESEARCH ;  AND  JAMES  J. 

BYRNE,  DIRECTOR,  DIVISION  OF  FOREST  PRODUCTS  AND  ENGI¬ 
NEERING  RESEARCH,  FOREST  SERVICE,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF 

AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Holmaas.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my 
name  is  Arthur  J.  Holmaas,  Director,  Budget  and  Finance  Division  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 

I  have  with  me,  Dr.  H.  R.  Josephson,  Director,  Division  of  Forest 
Economics  and  Marketing  Research,  and  Mr.  James  J.  Byrne,  Di¬ 
rector,  Division  of  Forest  Products  and  Engineering  Research,  both 
of  the  Forest  Service.  We  are  here  as  representatives  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture, 

We  are  glad  to  have  this  opportunity  to  present  to  this  committee 
the  Department’s  views  and  comments  on  S.  3517.  H.R,  12474  is  a 
similar  bill  on  which  the  Department  has  made  a  report  to  this 
committee. 

These  bills  would  transfer  some  section  32  funds  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  to  the  Department  of  Commerce  to  finance  a 
program  of  research  for  lumber. 

As  this  committee  knows,  section  32  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  August  24,  1935,  appropriates  annually  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  an  amount  of  funds  for  the  purpose  of  encouraging 
the  exportation  and  domestic  consumption  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties.  This  appropriation  appears  in  the  budget  under  the  title  “Re¬ 
moval  of  Surplus  Agricultural  Commodities.'’  The  statute  provides 
that  this  appropriation  shall  be  in  an  amount  equal  to  30  percent  of 
the  gross  customs  receipts  of  the  previous  calendar  year. 

The  principal  programs  carried  out  under  the  provisions  of  section 
32  include : 

1.  Use  of  indemnity  payments  to  encourage  increased  exports  of 
agricultural  commodities ; 

2.  Use  of  benefit  payments  to  encourage  diversion  of  agricultural 
commodities  from  normal  channels  of  trade ;  and 

3.  Direct  purchases  of  price  depressing  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  their  distribution  to  school  lunches,  eligible  institutions, 
and  needy  families. 
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S.  3517  proposes,  in  effect,  that  the  funds  available  for  these  agri¬ 
cultural  programs  be  reduced  by  requiring  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  each  fiscal  year,  an 
amount  equal  to  50  percent  of  the  customs  receipts  on  lumber,  flooring, 
molding,  and  plywood.  It  is  our  understanding  that,  based  upon  the 
customs  receipts  for  the  calendar  year  1961,  this  would  amount  to 
nearly  $8  million  for  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Under  the  bill,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  would  use  these  funds 
to  finance  a  program  of  research  to  develop  and  increase  markets  for 
lumber,  including  both  marketing  research  and  biological,  technical, 
or  other  research  as  may  promote  the  purposes  of  the  proposed  bill. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  in  sympathy  with  the  objective 
of  accelerating  research  aimed  at  developing  and  increasing  the 
utilization  and  marketing  of  lumber. 

Research  expenditures  on  lumber  and  wood  products  by  the  lumber 
industry,  the  Forest  Service  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  schools 
of  forestry,  and  other  research  agencies  have  lagged  far  behind  ex¬ 
penditures  for  research  on  the  processing  and  marketing  of  competi¬ 
tive  materials. 

That  part  of  the  Forest  Service  research  program  relating  to  forest 
products  utilization  and  marketing,  for  example,  amounted  to  about 
$5  million  during  the  past  fiscal  year.  This  research  activity  included 
the  comprehensive  program  of  utilization  research  on  the  manufac¬ 
ture  and  use  of  lumber,  plywood,  and  other  forest  products  conducted 
at  the  Forest  Products  Laboratory  at  Madison,  Wis.,  and  the  mar¬ 
keting,  utilization,  and  engineering  research  programs  conducted  at 
the  10  regional  forest  experiment  stations  of  the  Forest  Service.  These 
programs  involve  a  wide  variety  of  studies  designed  to  develop  new 
products  and  new  uses  for  wood,  improve  the  performance  of  lumber 
and  other  products  for  various  purposes,  develop  more  efficient  log¬ 
ging,  processing,  and  marketing  methods  and  facilities  to  increase  the 
competitive  strength  of  the  timber  industries,  and  related  studies  to 
determine  means  of  expanding  markets  for  lumber  and  other  wood 
products. 

Expenditures  for  research  on  lumber  problems  by  the  forest  indus¬ 
tries  have  been  estimated  at  about  $8  million  annually  in  recent  years. 
Universities  and  other  research  agencies  have  been  spending  some¬ 
what  less  than  $2  million  annually  for  research  on  the  utilization  and 
marketing  of  lumber  and  other  forest  products. 

In  view  of  the  small  size  of  firms  in  the  lumber  industry,  and  the 
widely  dispersed  character  of  this  industry,  we  believe  that  a  major 
public  research  effort  on  lumber  processing  and  marketing  problems 
is  both  desirable  and  justified.  A  substantial  program  of  timber 
utilization  and  marketing  research  in  the  Forest  Service  of  this  De¬ 
partment,  as  well  as  in  the  industry  itself  and  in  other  research  agen¬ 
cies,  is  needed  to  help  meet  the  serious  problems  currently  faced  by 
the  lumber  manufacturing  sector  of  the  forest  industries. 

We  believe,  however,  that  such  research  should  be  financed  by  ap¬ 
propriations  made  directly  for  specific  research  programs.  We  par¬ 
ticularly  question  the  desirability  of  reducing  section  32  programs  by 
transfers  of  funds  as  proposed  by  this  bill. 

Incidentally,  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  research  activities 
are  financed  from  direct  appropriations,  including  the  research  to 
further  the  marketing  of  agricultural  commodities. 
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We  believe  the  funds  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
by  section  32  should  remain  available  for  the  original  purposes  of 
section  32.  In  enacting  section  32,  the  Congress  apparently  intended 
to  provide  the  Department  of  Agriculture  with  authority  and  funds  to 
carry  on  flexible  programs  for  dealing  with  agricultural  surpluses, 
principally  of  perishable  agricultural  commodities.  There  is  con¬ 
tinued  need  for  these  programs  and  for  section  32  funds  to  carry  them 
out. 

As  reflected  in  the  Department’s  reports  on  S.  3517  and  H.R.  12474, 
we  recommend  that  these  bills  not  be  enacted  and  that  funds  for  the 
research  activities  contemplated  in  these  bills  be  provided  through  a 
direct  appropriation  process. 

The  representatives  of  the  F orest  Service,  who  are  with  me,  and  I 
will  lie  glad  to  respond  to  questions  that  the  committee  may  have. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Did  you  testify  before  the  Senate  committee? 

Mr.  Holmaas.  No ;  I  did  not. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Was  there  any  testimony  offered  from  the  De¬ 
partment  ? 

Mr.  Holmaas.  So  far  as  I  know  there  was  no  testimony  other  than 
a  written  report  submitted  by  the  Department  on  September  10  which 
was  after  the  Senate  passed  the  bill. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  see.  Off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record. ) 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Who  authored  these  ? 

Mr.  Holmaas.  S.  3517  was  introduced  by  Senator  Magnuson  and 
H.R.  12475  by  Mr.  Miller,  of  the  House — Congressman  Clem  Miller. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Are  there  any  questions  by  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  ? 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Why  cannot  this  work  be  done  through 
the  Forest  Service — why  does  this  money  have  to  go  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce? 

Dr.  Josephson.  As  Mr.  Holmaas  has  brought  out,  the  Forest  Serv¬ 
ice  conducts  a  broad  program  of  forestry  research  through  the  Forest 
Products  Laboratory  and  10  Regional  Forest  Experiment  Stations. 
Practically  all  of  the  research  that  is  underway  is  of  some  direct  or 
indirect  assistance  to  the  lumber  industry  and  other  timber  industries. 

We  have  over  the  years  developed  an  organization  with  considerable 
research  skill,  we  believe.  We  are  working  on  many  forestry  prob¬ 
lems.  In  our  view  one  way  to  accomplish  this  proposed  research 
would  be  to  expand  the  going  programs  of  the  Forest  Service  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Why  does  this  have  to  go  to  Com¬ 
merce — what  department  is  there  over  there  that  can  do  tins  research? 

As  I  understand  this  proposition,  it  takes  section  32  funds  and  trans¬ 
fers  them  to  the  Department  of  Commerce.  Are  they  going  to  set  up 
a  new  department,  or  do  they  have  a  department  to  do  this  research 
work  ? 

Dr.  Josephson.  That  question  would  have  to  be  answered  by  the 
Department  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Do  you  know  what  division  in  the  De¬ 
partment  or  section  in  the  Department  is  going  to  do  this? 

Dr.  Josephson.  I  would  assume  that  the  Business  and  Defense 
Services  Administration,  which  has  a  Forest  Products  Branch,  would 
probably  administer  this  program,  but  I  do  not  know. 
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Mr.  McIntire.  What  functions  are  now  being  used  by  that  branch 
in  the  Department  of  Commerce  in  the  field  of  forestry  service? 

Dr.  Josephson.  As  I  understand  the  work  of  the  Business  and  De¬ 
fense  Sendees  Administration,  they  are  responsible  for  preparing 
plans  for  industrial  and  economic  mobilization  for  use  in  case  of  emer¬ 
gency.  That  is  the  defense  part  of  the  work. 

They  also,  as  part  of  their  services  to  industry,  prepare  many  state¬ 
ments  and  provide  a  great  deal  of  information  to  the  members  of  the 
industry  and  to  the  public. 

W  e  are  not  familiar  with  work  that  we  would  call  detailed  research 
studies,  but  they  do  a  great  deal  of  work  in  the  service  category. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Particularly,  as  to  statistics  in  relation  to  the  com¬ 
merce  side  ? 

Dr.  Josephson.  BDSA  does  compile  and  issue  all  sorts  of  statistics 
that  are  secured  from  the  Census  Bureau,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statis¬ 
tics,  and  other  agencies. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Short.  When  this  was  in  the  Senate,  who  testified  in  favor  of 
this  bill — did  the  Department  of  Commerce  testify  in  favor  of  this 
bill  when  it  was  bef  ore  the  Senate  ? 

Dr.  Josephson.  It  is  our  understanding  that  there  were  no  hear¬ 
ings  held  in  the  Senate.  They  did  not  have  a  report  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  at  the  time  the  bill  passed  the  Senate. 

Mr.  Short.  You  mean  that  they  passed  the  bill  without  hearings? 

Mr.  McIntire.  Will  you  yield? 

Mr.  Short.  Yes. 

Mr.  McIntire.  I  think  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  report  of  the 
Senate  carries  no  departmental  comment. 

Mr.  Short.  Or  from  the  Department  of  Commerce? 

Mr.  McIntire.  From  any  department  in  that  connection. 

Mr.  Short.  When  did  it  pass  the  Senate  ? 

Mr.  Holmaas.  I  do  not  recall  the  exact  date  in  August  that  it 
passed.  The  report  of  the  Senate  committee  was  ordered  to  be  printed 
on  August  8, 1962. 

Dr.  Josephson.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  report  was  sent  up 
this  week  on  September  10. 

Mr.  Short.  I  am  sorry,  I  confused  the  date.  This  Senate  bill 
passed  the  Senate  in  August  ? 

Mrs.  Gallagher.  It  passed  the  Senate  on  August  23. 

Mr.  Short.  Without  any  hearings  being  held  on  the  subject? 

Mr.  Holmaas.  That  is  our  understanding. 

Mr.  Short.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Are  there  any  further  questions? 

Are  there  any  other  witnesses  in  the  room  to  testify  on  this  bill? 
If  not,  we  will  now  pass  to  S.  3120. 

(Whereupon,  the  committee  proceeded  to  S.  3120.) 
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MOVEMENT  OF  DISEASED  ANIMALS 


WEDNESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  12,  1962 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

W ashington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10 :50  a.m.,  in  room  1310, 
New  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Thomas  G.  Abernethy  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Abernethy,  Gathings,  Hagen  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  J ohnson  of  Wisconsin,  Matthews,  Coad,  Breeding,  Stubblefield, 
Hoeven,  Dague,  Mclntire,  Teague  of  California,  Short,  Mrs.  May, 
Dole,  and  Beermann. 

Also  present:  Christine  S.  Gallagher,  clerk;  Hyde  H.  Murray,  as¬ 
sistant  clerk;  John  J.  Heimburger,  counsel;  and  Francis  LeMay, 
consultant. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  We  will  now  consider  S.  3120  which  relates  to  the 
movement  of  diseased  animals. 

It,  together  with  the  Senate  report  will  be  made  a  part  of  the 
record  at  this  point. 

(S.  3120  and  Senate  report  1615  follows :) 

[S.  3120,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

AN  ACT  To  amend  section  6  of  the  Act  of  May  29,  1884 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  vn  Congress  assembled,  That  section  6  of  the  Act  of  May  29,  1884 
(23  Stat.  32),  as  amended  (21  U.S.C.  115),  is  further  amended  by  changing  the 
period  at  the  end  of  such  section  to  a  colon  and  inserting  immediately  thereafter 
the  following :  “ Provided ,  That  such  livestock  or  poultry  may  be  so  delivered  and 
received  for  such  transportation  and  so  transported  and  moved  if  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  determines  that  such  action  will  not  endanger  the  livestock  or 
poultry  of  the  United  States  and  authorizes  such  action,  and  such  delivery, 
receipt,  transportation,  and  movement  are  made  in  strict  compliance  with  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  prescribe  to  protect 
the  livestock  and  poultry  of  the  United  States.” 

Passed  the  Senate  June  23, 1962. 

Attest : 

Felton  M.  Johnston,  Secretary. 


Calendar  No.  1575 
[87th  Cong.,  2 cl  sess.,  S.  Rept.  1615] 

Movement  of  Diseased  Animals 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  3120),  to  amend  section  6  of  the  act  of  May  29,  1884,  having  considered  the 
same,  report  thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  without  amendment. 

This  bill  would  permit  the  interstate  movement  under  adequate  safeguards  of 
livestock  and  poultry  affected  with  a  communicable  disease,  if  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  determines  such  action  will  not  endanger  the  livestock  or  poultry 
of  the  United  States.  Such  action  is  now  prohibited,  except  for  certain  diseases. 
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The  Department  of  Agriculture,  in  requesting  this  legislation,  states  that  inter¬ 
state  movement  is  essential  to  an  eradication  program ;  tends  to  reduce  slaughter 
indemnities  as  a  result  of  the  better  salvage  values  resulting  from  wider  slaughter 
markets ;  and  allows  for  the  movement  of  diseased  animals  to  market  instead  of 
holding  them  at  stockyards  or  elsewhere  where  they  may  expose  other  animals 
and  disrupt  normal  marketing. 


DEPARTMENTAL  VIEWS 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  28, 1962. 

Hon.  Lyndon  B.  Johnson, 

The  President  of  the  Senate, 

U.S.  Senate. 


Dear  Mr.  President  :  There  is  transmitted  herewith,  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Congress,  a  draft  bill  to  amend  section  6  of  the  act  of  May  29,  1884. 

The  purpose  of  the  proposed  legislation  is  to  grant  to  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  authority  to  provide  for  the  interstate  movement  of  certain  diseased  livestock 
and  poultry,  which  are  now  prohibited  movement  under  section  6  of  the  1S84  law 
(21  U.S.C.  115),  when  he  finds  that  such  action  will  not  endanger  the  livestock 
or  poultry  of  the  United  States. 


The  1884  act  contains  certain  prohibitions  against  the  delivery  and  receipt 
for  interstate  movement  and  against  the  interstate  movement  of  livestock  and 
poultry  known  to  be  affected  with  a  communicable  disease.  However,  certain 
exceptions  to  these  prohibitions  have  been  made  in  the  interest  of  the  livestock 
industry  in  the  case  of  brucellosis,  tuberculosis,  and  paratubereulosis  reactors. 
These  exceptions  were  made  in  specific  statutory  provisions  enacted  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Such  exceptions  should  be  extended  to  cover  the  interstate  movement  of 
livestock  and  poultry  affected  with  other  diseases  when  it  is  determined  that 
such  movement  would  not  endanger  the  health  of  livestock  or  poultry  of  the 
country. 

Experience  under  current  eradication  programs,  such  as  the  brucellosis  pro¬ 
gram,  has  shown  that  such  diseased  animals  may  be  moved  interstate  for 
slaughter  purposes  under  prescribed  conditions  with  safety,  and  that  the  inter¬ 
state  movement  of  many  such  animals  for  slaughter  is  essential  to  the  success 
of  an  eradication  program. 

The  prohibition  on  interstate  movement  of  diseased  animals  in  some  instances 
substantially  restricts  the  market,  thus  materially  reducing  the  salvage  value 
of  the  animals.  Such  decrease  in  value  often  necessitates  higher  indemnities  by 
the  Federal  and  State  Governments  in  connection  with  disease  eradication 
programs.  The  proposed  legislation  would  widen  the  range  for  the  marketing 
of  such  animals,  thereby  making  it  possible  for  the  Federal  and  State  Govern¬ 
ments  and  the  owner  of  the  animals  to  benefit  from  higher  market  prices. 

Animals  sometimes  become  affected  with  certain  minor  diseases  of  such  a 
nature  that  the  animals  could  be  moved  interstate  under  appropriate  safeguards 
without  endangering  the  livestock  or  poultry  of  the  country.  When  animals  in 
transit  become  infected  with  such  minor  diseases,  it  is  better  practice  from  a 
veterinary  standpoint  to  permit  them  to  continue  to  move  interstate  for  specific 
purposes,  such  as  slaughter,  under  proper  conditions,  than  to  stop  them  in 
transit  at  a  point,  such  as  a  public  stockyard,  where  they  may  expose  numerous 
other  animals  and  disrupt  the  orderly  flow  of  livestock  or  poultry  in  the  market¬ 
ing  channels. 

Enactment  of  the  proposed  legislation  would  not  require  additional  appropria¬ 
tions. 

A  similar  letter  is  being  sent  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presentation 
of  this  proposed  legislation  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


(Signed)  Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
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enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing  law 
in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman)  : 


Act  of  May  29, 1884  (21  U.S.C.  115) 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Sec.  6.  No  railroad  company  within  the  United  States,  or  the  owners 
or  masters  of  any  steam  or  sailing  or  other  vessel  or  boat,  shall 
receive  for  transportation  or  transport  from  one  State  or  Territory  to 
another,  or  from  any  State  into  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  from  the 
District  into  any  State,  any  livestock  and/or  live  poultry  aifected  with 
any  contagious,  infectious,  or  communicable  disease,  and  especially 
the  disease  known  as  pleuropneumonia ;  nor  shall  any  person,  company, 
or  corporation  deliver  for  such  transportation  to  any  railroad  company 
or  master  or  owner  of  any  boat  or  vessel,  any  livestock  and/or  live 
poultry,  knowing  them  to  be  affected  with  any  contagious,  infectious, 
or  communicable  disease ;  nor  shall  any  person,  company,  or  corpora¬ 
tion  drive  on  foot,  or  transport  in  private  conveyance  from  one  State 
or  Territory  to  another,  or  from  any  State  into  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia,  or  from  the  District  into  any  State,  any  livestock  and/or  live 
poultry,  knowing  them  to  be  affected  with  any  contagious,  infectious, 
or  communicable  disease,  and  especially  the  disease  known  as  pleuro¬ 
pneumonia:  Provided ,  That  such  livestock  or  poultry  may  be  so  de¬ 
livered  a.nd  received  for  such  transportation  and  so  transported  and 
moved  if  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  determines  that  such  action  will 
not  endanger  the  livestock  or  poultry  of  the  United  States  and  au¬ 
thorizes  such  action ,  and  such  delivery ,  receipt ,  transportation ,  and 
movement  are  made  in  strict  compliance  toith  such  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  prescribe  to  protect  the 
livestock  and  poultry  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  We  have  with  us  from  the  Department  Dr.  Ander¬ 
son  and  Dr.  Saulmon.  We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you,  Dr.  Ander¬ 
son. 

STATEMENT  OF  DR.  R.  J.  ANDERSON,  ASSISTANT  ADMINISTRATOR, 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  DR. 

E.  E.  SAULMON,  ASSOCIATE  DIRECTOR,  ANIMAL  DISEASE  ERADI¬ 
CATION  DIVISION,  AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE,  U.S. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Dr.  Anderson.  I  am  R.  J.  Anderson,  Assistant  Administrator  for 
Agricultural  Research  Service  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and 
I  have  with  me  Dr.  E.  E.  Saulmon,  Associate  Director  of  the  Animal 
Disease  Eradication  Division  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

We  are  pleased  to  receive  an  invitation  from  this  committee  to  pre¬ 
sent  a  statement  regarding  S.  312  concerning  the  interstate  movement 
of  diseased  livestock  and  poultry. 

The  1884  act  contains  certain  prohibitions  against  the  interstate 
movement  of  livestock  and  poultry  known  to  be  affected  with  a  com¬ 
municable  disease.  However,  certain  exceptions  to  these  prohibitions 
have  been  made  in  the  interest  of  the  livestock  industry  in  the  case  of 
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brucellosis,  tuberculosis,  and  paratuberculosis  reactors.  These  excep¬ 
tions  are  made  in  specific  statutory  provisions  enacted  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  It  is  our  opinion  that  similar  exceptions  should  be  made  re¬ 
garding  the  interstate  movement  of  animals  or  poultry  affected  with 
other  diseases  when  their  movement  is  carefully  controlled  and  super¬ 
vised  and,  therefore,  would  not  endanger  the  health  of  livestock  or 
poultry  of  the  country. 

The  granting  of  these  exceptions  will  also  facilitate  the  disposition 
of  livestock  that  become  afflicted  with  certain  minor  diseases  in  chan¬ 
nels  of  trade.  They  will  provide  owners  with  more  favorable  market¬ 
ing  conditions;  reduce  marketing  costs;  expedite  movement  of  such 
animals  through  marketing  facilities ;  and  reduce  transportation  prob¬ 
lems.  In  addition,  the  reporting  of  animal  diseases  and  subsequent 
actions  to  prevent  their  spread  will  be  strengthened. 

It  is  the  Department’s  opinion  that  under  appropriate  safeguards 
diseased  livestock  and  poultry  can  be  moved  in  interstate  channels  of 
trade  for  specific  purposes,  such  as  slaughter,  without  danger  to  the 
health  of  livestock  and  poultry  in  the  United  States. 

We  believe  that  considerable  benefit  will  accrue  to  the  livestock  in¬ 
dustry,  and  to  the  consumer  of  livestock  products,  and  the  eradication 
of  diseases  of  livestock  and  poultry  will  be  facilitated  through  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  legislation.  In  addition,  it  would  not  require  further 
appropriations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  colleague,  Dr.  Saulmon,  and  I  will  be  pleased  to 
answer  any  questions  which  you  may  have. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Wliat  requires  this  authority  ? 

Dr.  Anderson.  Briefly,  there  are  two  cases,  or  two  problems,  con¬ 
fronting  us.  One  is  in  the  case  of  certain  livestock  diseases  in  which 
the  animals  recover  from  the  disease,  that  is,  they  show  no  apparent 
symptoms,  but  continue  to  remain  carriers  of  the  disease  for  varying 
periods  of  time.  During  the  period  of  time  that  they  are  carriers,  they 
are  considered  diseased  and  not  authorized  to  be  moved  interstate 
under  existing  authority.  To  be  specific,  in  the  case  of  anaplas- 
mosis - 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  is  that  ? 

Dr.  Anderson.  Anaplasmosis. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  sounds  terrible.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  What  is  it  in  layman  language? 

Dr.  Anderson.  Anaplasmosis  is  a  blood  parasitic  disease  of  cattle. 
It  is  similar  to  malaria  in  humans. 

Animals  that  recover  from  the  infection  remain  carriers  for  long 
periods  of  time.  When  they  are  determined  to  be  carriers  through 
tests,  they  are  considered  diseased  and  cannot  be  moved  interstate. 
This  greatly  hampers  the  marketing  of  these  animals,  limiting  the 
eradication  of  the  disease,  where  the  owner  would  like  to  dispose  of 
the  animals  for  immediate  slaughter. 

We  believe  that  with  the  experience  we  have  gained  from  the  bru¬ 
cellosis  eradication  program,  diseased  animals  may  be  moved  inter¬ 
state  under  fixed  conditions  without  endangering  the  health,  that  is, 
the  human  health  or  the  livestock  health,  of  this  country. 

Another  problem  we  are  faced  with  is  where  livestock  in  the  chan¬ 
nels  of  trade  becomes  infected  with  certain  minor  diseases,  such  as 
sore  mouth  of  sheep,  hemorrhagic  septicemia  and  pinkeye  (infectious 
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keratitis)  of  cattle,  or  atrophic  rhinitis  of  swine.  Under  existing 
authority  they  cannot  move  interstate.  Where  large  numbers  are 
found  in  stockyards  and  cannot  move  interstate,  it  depresses  the  mar¬ 
ket  to  the  point  that  the  owners  suffer  a  considerable  loss  in  price  re¬ 
turn  for  their  livestock  whereas  we  believe  such  animals  could  be 
moved  interstate  under  strict  safeguards  to  feed  lots  where  they  would 
be  isolated  from  other  animals  and  held  until  fully  recovered  and 
moved  onto  market  without  a  great  loss. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  What  would  be  the  purpose  of  transporting  an  ani¬ 
mal  that  was  a  carrier  of  the  disease  ? 

Dr.  Anderson.  What  would  be  the  purpose? 

Mr.  Hoeven.  What  would  be  the  purpose  of  transporting  the  dis¬ 
eased  animal  ? 

Dr.  Anderson.  For  example,  at  this  time  of  year  we  find  a  con¬ 
siderable  number  of  sheep  affected  with  sore  mouth  in  the  channels 
of  trade,  for  example  at  the  Denver  stockyards.  The  buyers  would 
like  to  purchase  these  animals  and  move  them  interstate  to  feed  lots 
where  they  would  recover  shortly,  fatten  them  out,  and  move  then  on 
to  market.  Under  our  existing  authority  he  would  not  be  permitted 
to  move  them  interstate.  They  would  either  remain  in  the  market 
until  recovered  or  they  would  have  to  be  moved  out  locally  into  the 
State  where  the  market  was  located.  Such  restriction  depresses  the 
market.  Frequently  thei’e  would  be  unintentional  violation  of  the 
act  by  moving  the  affected  livestock  interstate  other  than  through 
regular  channels  of  trade.  That  in  itself  would  contribute  to  the 
spread  of  the  disease,  whereas  if  the  movement  were  controlled,  there 
would  be  no  chance  of  spreading  it. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  'Would  such  animal  be  quarantined  or  isolated? 

Dr.  Anderson.  Yes,  sir,  isolated  and/or  quarantined. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  At  the  point  of  delivery  ? 

Dr.  Anderson.  Well,  they  would  be  identified  at  the  point  of  origin 
and  handled  separately  and  apart  from  other  animals  and  isolated 
until  fully  recovered  at  the  point  of  destination.  We  propose  to  work 
with  the  various  States  in  developing  these  safeguards,  and  the  move¬ 
ment  into  those  States  will  be  with  the  knowledge  of  the  livestock  sani¬ 
tary  officials  of  States  of  destination. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Have  you  contacted  the  livestock  industry  about  this? 

Dr.  Anderson.  Yes,  sir.  We  have  discussed  this  at  various  livestock 
association  meetings. 

We  have,  also,  discussed  it  with  the  various  State  livestock  sanitary 
officials.  The  industry  is,  certainly,  in  sympathy  with  this  request 
and  so  are  all  of  the  livestock  sanitary  officials. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Have  they  raised  any  objection  ? 

Dr.  Anderson.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  Did  this  bill  come  from  the  Department  or  did  it 
originate  elsewhere  ? 

Dr.  Anderson.  It  came  up  from  the  Department.  I  believe  Senator 
Ellender  introduced  it  into  the  Senate. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  It  came  up  by  an  official  communication  ? 

Dr.  Anderson.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Just  for  the  record  I  am  assuming  that  we  are  not 
talking  about  any  animal  carrying  a  disease  which  requires  destruc¬ 
tion?  We  are  talking  here  about  those  where  there  would  be  permis- 
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si  on  granted  to  move  them  for  slaughter  later  or  for  some  other  dis¬ 
position.  We  are  not  talking  about  any  diseases  which  are  so  com¬ 
municable  that  they  could  be  spread  to  other  places  ? 

Dr.  Anderson.  No.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Beermann.  Would  it  be  a  violation  if  cattle  shipped  from  the 
range  to  the  feedlot  had  shipping  fever  ? 

Dr.  Anderson.  Under  a  true  intrepretation  of  the  law  it  would  be  a 
violation.  If  the  owner  or  the  shipper  knowingly  moved  these  animals, 
knowing  that  they  were  infected  with  this  contagious,  infectious 
d isease,  across  the  State  line,  it  would  be.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Beermann.  Would  this  legislation  provide  for  that  problem 
and  give  them  medication  ? 

Dr.  Anderson.  This  would  permit  special  handling  of  them  in  that 

way- 

Mr.  Short.  May  I  ask  this  question  to  clarify  something  that  we  are 
attempting  to  do  here?  Is  this  bill  directed  to  extending  the  present 
authority  for  moving  infected  cattle,  such  as  applies  to  brucellosis- 
infected  cattle  or  other  livestock,  and  other  diseases  of  somewhat  sim¬ 
ilar  nature  that  are  not  necessarily  harmful  to  human  beings  and  not 
transmittable  under  certain  conditions  to  other  animals.  Is  that  what 
you  are  contemplating. 

Dr.  Anderson.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Short.  I  wish,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  event  that  we  pass  this 
bill  that  we  might  have  some  statements  for  the  record.  It  would  be 
more  meaningful  if  we  had  statements  from  some  of  the  livestock 
organizations  and  some  of  the  State  sanitary  officials.  I  personally  do 
not  think  I  can  see  anything  wrong,  but  this  is  a  rather  compre¬ 
hensive  bill. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Did  the  Senate  haiTe  such  representatives  before 
it? 

Dr.  Anderson.  T  do  not  believe  they  held  hearings  on  this  bill.  , 

Mr.  Short.  Is  this  becoming  the  policy  over  in  the  Senate  to  pass 
bills  without  hearings? 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Let  us  go  off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Air.  Abernethy.  We  will  now  proceed  on  the  record.  Are  there 
any  further  questions? 

Mr.  McIntire.  In  connection  with  Mr.  Short's  request  would  there 
be  such  communications  available  in  the  Department  that  could  be 
made  a  part  of  this  record  ? 

Dr.  Anderson.  I  believe  that  we  would  have  to  submit  a  request 
for  such  correspondence,  Mr.  McIntire. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Beermann.  Mr.  Chairman,  our  State  veterinary  associations 
may  have  some  views  and  the}'  should  have  time  to  consider  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  This  did  originate  back  in  some  area  of  the  country 
among  the  people — or  did  it  originate  in  the  Department  ? 

Dr.  Anderson.  It  came  about  as  a  result  of  a  kind  of  buildup  over 
the  years  from  all  parts  of  the  country,  from  Minnesota,  from  Colo¬ 
rado,  Kansas,  Mississippi — many  of  the  States.  In  Mississippi  it 
was  with  regard  to  anaplasmosis;  in  Minnesota  and  North  Dakota, 
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atrophic  rhinitis;  in  Colorado  and  the  sheep-raising  area  of  the  West, 
sore  mouth  of  the  sheep — practically  every  section  of  the  country  has 
some  minor  disease  that  affects  the  industry — when  affected  livestock 
cannot  be  moved  interstate  under  control. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  Have  you  been  counseling  with  any  of  these  people 
about  this  matter? 

Dr.  Anderson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  Have  you  communicated  with  them  and  otherwise 
done  so  in  person  ? 

Dr.  Anderson.  I  do  not  recall  any  communications,  but  we  have 
persona  lly  with  members  of  the  industry.  Dr.  Saulmon  and  his  people 
m  the  Animal  Disease  Eradication  Division  and  I  have,  personally, 
at  the  American  Cattlemen’s  Associations  meetings,  at  the  various 
livestock  sanitary  association  meetings,  the  National  Wool  Growers 
Association  meetings,  and  other  similar  meetings. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  Have  they  had  resolutions  on  this  that  you  know 
of? 

Dr.  Saulmon.  I  do  not  recall  any  specific  resolutions.  However, 
in  conversation  with  the  executive  secretary  of  the  American  Cattle¬ 
men’s  Association  they  expressed  interest  in  relation  to  the  movement 
of  anaplasmosis  reactor  cattle,  which  this  bill  covers.  They  were  in 
favor  of  the  passing  of  the  bill.  Some  interest  was  shown  in  Missis¬ 
sippi. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  I  did  not  know  that  we  had  any  anaplasmosis 
down  there. 

Dr.  Saulmon.  They  have  had  tremendous  losses  in  the  delta  region 
of  Mississippi  because  of  anaplasmosis. 

With  the  development  of  the  diagnostic  tests  the  owners  have  gone 
in  and  attempted  to  clean  out  the  carrier  animals  from  their  herds. 
Although  these  animals  have  recovered,  they  are  still  capable  of  trans¬ 
mitting  the  disease  to  susceptible  animals. 

The  reacting  animals  are  not  by  present  statute  allowed  to  move 
interstate. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Do  you  think  they  should? 

Dr.  Saulmon.  Yes,  sir;  under  proper  controls. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  What  are  proper  controls  ? 

Dr.  Saulmon.  In  the  case  of  the  anaplasmosis  reactors,  they  could 
be  handled  so  that  they  will  not  transmit  the  disease  to  other  animals 
and  can  go  to  market  for  immediate  slaughter.  It  will  increase  the 
market  for  the  owner  of  those  animals. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  You  do  feel  that  under  those  conditions  they  can? 

Dr.  Saulmon.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Short.  It  is  not  quite  clear  to  me  what  authority  exists  now 
under  the  act  that  you  referred  to  which  permits  the  movement  of 
brucellosis-infected  cattle  and  tuberculosis-infected  cattle — is  this  a 
specific  authority  directed  to  those  particular  diseases?  And  what 
you  are  seeking  here  is  extending  this  authority  to  an  additional 
specific  disease?  This  bill  does  not  mention  specific  diseases.  This 
is  more  or  less  general  authority  being  requested  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

Dr.  Andersen.  We  are  asking  for  an  extension  of  the  same  type 
of  authority  contained  in  existing  statutes  in  the  case  of  tuberculosis, 
brucellosis,  and  paratuberculosis  reactors,  for  certain  other  diseased 
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conditions  under  strict  controls.  We  have  listed  a  few  specific  diseases 
today.  Tomorrow  there  may  be  another  disease  for  which  we  have  a 
test  and  the  carrier  animals  can  be  detected.  They  would  not  be 
permitted  to  move  interstate  under  existing  authority.  We  believe 
the  present  authority  for  handling  TB  and  brucellosis  reactors  could 
be  extended  to  cover  such  minor  diseases,  with  the  Secretary  having 
the  responsibility  of  developing  the  necessary  safeguards,  as  to  pre¬ 
vent  interstate  spread  of  such  disease. 

Mr.  Short.  I  understand  what  your  bill  seeks  to  do  now.  Thank 
you. 

Mr.  Beermann.  I  did  not  ask  my  previous  question  on  the  basis 
of  having  any  doubt  about  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  I  think  ARS  is  one  of  the  best  areas 
in  which  our  Government  functions.  The  Department  has  done 
marvelous  work  under  its  Director,  Dr.  Byron  T.  Shaw.  I  only 
thought  that  perhaps  we  should  have  additional  facts  and  wanted  to 
have  that  information. 

Dr.  Anderson.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen.  The  com¬ 
mittee  will  go  into  executive  session  now. 

(Whereupon,  at  11 :10  a.m.,  the  committeee  proceeded  into  execu¬ 
tive  session.) 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  87-718 


COOPERATION  WITH  STATES  IN  FEDERAL  LAW  ENFORCEMENT. 
Provides  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate 
with  State  agencies  in  the  administration  and  enforce¬ 
ment  of  Federal  laws  and  regulations  relating  to  the 
marketing  of  agricultural  products  and  to  the  control 
or  eradication  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pests. 
The  purpose  of  the  act  is  to  provide  a  common  authority 
for  cooperation  and  to  clarify  and  reemphasize  the 
intent  of  Congress  on  this  subject  expressed  in  many 
Federal  statutes  enacted  over  a  period  of  many  years. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3475 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 


June  27, 1962 


Mr.  Talmadge  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Aiken)  introduced  the  following  bill; 
which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry 


To  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States  in  administra¬ 
tion  and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal  laws. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Beyresenta- 


2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America,  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  in  order  to  avoid  duplication  of  functions,  facilities, 

4  and  personnel,  and  to  attain  closer  coordination  and  greater 

5  effectiveness  and  economy  in  administration  of  Federal  and 


7  cultural  products  and  to  the  control  or  eradication  of  plant 

8  and  animal  diseases  and  pests,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 

9  hereby  authorized,  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of 

10  such  Federal  laws  within  his  area  of  responsibility,  whenever 

11  lie  deems  it  feasible  and  in  the  public  interest,  to  enter  into 
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5 
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7 

8 

9 
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2 


cooperative  arrangements  with  State  departments  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  other  State  agencies  charged  with  the  admin¬ 
istration  and  enforcement  of  such  State  laws  and  regu¬ 
lations  and  to  provide  that  any  such  State  agency  which  has 
adequate  facilities,  personnel,  and  procedures,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  may  assist  the  Secretary  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  enforcement  of  such  Federal  laws  and  regulations 
to  the  extent  and  in  the  manner  he  deems  appropriate  in  the 
public  interest. 

Further,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  coordinate  the 
administration  of  such  Federal  laws  and  regulations  with 
such  State  laws  and  regulations  wherever  feasible.  How¬ 
ever,  nothing  herein  shall  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  under  any  Federal  law,  or  any  authority 
to  cooperate  with  State  agencies  or  other  agencies  or  persons 
under  existing  provisions  of  law,  or  affect  any  restrictions 
of  law  upon  such  cooperation. 
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Appendix 

strategic  and  critical  materials 
National  stockpile 

le  Strategic  and  Critical  Materials  Stock 
Piling  Act  (50  U.S.C.  98-98h)  provides  for 
the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  a 
national  stockpile  of  strategic  and  critical 
material's.  The  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  is  responsible  for  making  purchases  of 
strategic  and  critical  materials  and  providing 
for  their  storage,  security,  and  maintenance. 
These  functions  are  performed  in  accordance 
with  directives  issued  by  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Emergency  Planning.  The  act  also 
provides  for  the  transfer  from  other  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies  of  strategic  and  critical  mate¬ 
rials  which  are  exceskto  the  needs  of  such 
other  agencies  and  areVequired  to  meet  the 
stockpile  objectives  established  by  OEP.  In 
addition,  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion  is  responsible  for  disposing  of  those 
strategic  and  critical  materials  which  OEP 
determines  to  be  no  longer  needed  for  stock¬ 
pile  purposes. 

General  policies  for  strategic  akd  critical 
materials  stockpiling  are  containeasin  DMO 
V- 7,  issued  by  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Emergency  Planning  and  published  m  the 
Federal  Register  of  December  19,  1959\(24 
F.R.  10309).  Portions  of  this  order  relate 
also  to  Defense  Production  Act  inventories 
Tin  received  from  Federal  Facilities  Corpora¬ 
tion 

Public  Law  608,  84th  Congress  (50  U.S.C. 
98  note) ,  provided,  among  other  things,  for 
the  continuation  of  operation  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  tin  smelter  at  Texas  City, 
Tex.,  from  June  30,  1956,  until  January  31, 
1957.  It  provided  also  that  all  tin  acquired 
by  the  Federal  Facilities  Corporation  by  rea¬ 
son  of  such  extension  should  be  transferred 
to  the  General  Services  Administration. 

Defense  Production  Act 
Under  section  303  of  the  Defense  Produc¬ 
tion  Act  of  1950  (50  U.S.C.  App.  2093)  and 
Executive  Order  10480,  as  amended,  the 
General  Services  Administration  is  author¬ 
ized  to  make  purchases  of,  or  commitments 
to,  purchase  metals,  minerals,  and  other 
materials,  for  Government  use  or  resale,  in 
order  to  expand  productive  capacity  and 
supply,  and  also  to  store  the  materials  ac¬ 
quired  as  a  result  of  such  purchases  or  com¬ 
mitments.  Such  functions  are  carried  out 
in  accordance  with  programs  certified  by  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning. 

Supplemental — barter 
As  a  result  of  a  delegation  of  authority 
from  OEP  (32A  C.F.R.,  ch.  I,  DMO  V-4)  th^ 
General  Services  Administration  is  respor 
sible  for  the  maintenance  and  storage/of 
materials  placed  in  the  supplemental  stock¬ 
pile.  Section  206  of  the  Agricultural  Kct  of 
1956  (7  U.S.C.  1856)  provides  that  sjfrategic 
and  other  materials  acquired  by  tile  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  as  sJ result  of 
barter  or  exchange  of  agricultural  products, 
unless  acquired  for  the  national  stockpile 
or  for  other  purposes,  shall  b/transferred  to 
the  supplemental  stockpiled  established  by 
section  104(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  De¬ 
velopment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (7 
U.S.C.  1704(b) ) .  In  addition  to  the  materials 
which  have  been  or  may  be  so  acquired,  the 
materials  obtained  utfder  the  programs  estab¬ 
lished  pursuant  to/the  Domestic  Tungsten, 
Asbestos,  Fluorspftr,  and  Columbium-Tan- 
talum  Production  and  Purchase  Act  of  1956 
(50  U.S.C.  Appf  2191-95) ,  which  terminated 
December  31/1958,  have  been  transferred  to 
the  supplemental  stockpile,  as  authorized 
by  the  provisions  of  said  Production  and 
Purchas/Act. 

agricultural  commodities 
The  price-support  program 
Ice-support  operations  are  carried  out 
ifder  the  charter  powers  (15  U.S.C.  714  of 


the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  in  conformity  with  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (  7  U.S.C.  1421),  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1741), 
which  includes  the  National  Wool  Act  of 
1954,  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1442),  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1958  and  with 
respect  to  certain  types  of  tobacco,  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  act  of  July  28,  1945,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1312).  Under- the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  price  support  is  manda¬ 
tory  for  the  basic  commodities — corn,  cot¬ 
ton,  wheat,  rice,  peanuts,  and  tobacco — and 
specific  nonbasic  commodities;  namely,  tung 
nuts,  honey,  milk,  butterfat,  and  the  products 
of  milk  and  butterfat.  Under  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1958,  as  producers  of  corn  voted 
in  favor  of  the  new  price-support  program 
for  corn  authorized  by  that  act,  price  sup¬ 
port  is  mandatory  for  barley,  oats,  rye,  and 
grain  sorghums.  Price  support  for  wool  and 
mohair  is  mandatory  under  the  National 
Wool  Act  of  1954,  through  the  marketing 
year  ending  March  31,  1962.  Price  support 
for  other  nonbasic  agricultural  commodities 
is  discretionary  except  that,  whenever  the 
price  of  either  cottonseed  or  soybeans  is 
supported,  the  price  of  the  other  must  be 
supported  at  such  level  as  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  will  cause  them  to  compete  on  equal 
terms  on  the  market.  This  program  may  also  / 
include  operations  to  remove  and  dispose jbi 
or  aid  in  the  removal  or  disposition  of 
)lus  agricultural  commodities  for  theAmr- 
)se  of  stabilizing  prices  at  levels  noVid  ex¬ 
cels  of  permissible  price-support  levels. 

Price  support  is  made  available^  through 
loans\  purchase  agreements,  puronases,  and 
other  operations,  and,  in  the  /ase  of  wool 
and  mohair,  through  incentive  payments 
based  on ^narketings.  The  producer’s  com¬ 
modities  seitoe  as  collateral  Por  price-support 
loans.  WitnVlimited  exceptions,  price-sup¬ 
port  loans  areNaonrecouvse  and  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  looks  only Vo  th/pledged  or  mortgage 
collateral  for  satNfa/ion  of  the  loan.  Pur¬ 
chase  agreements\eenerally  are  available 
during  the  same  nerTod  that  loans  are  avail¬ 
able.  By  signing  a  purchase  agreement,  a 
producer  receives  an  option  to  sell  to  the 
Corporation  any  quantityyaf  the  commodity 
which  he  may  elect  within  the  maximum 
specified  ijs  the  agreement. 

The  major  effect  on  budgetary  expendi¬ 
tures  i %  represented  by  the  aWbursements 
for  pnfce-support  loans.  The  largest  part  of 
the  ^commodity  acquisitions  under\the  pro¬ 
gram  result  from  the  forfeiting  of  commodi- 
^es  pledged  as  loan  collateral  for  white  the 
ixpenditures  occurred  at  the  time  of  making 
the  loan,  rather  than  at  the  time  of  acqc 
ing  the  commodities. 

Dispositions  of  commodities  acquired  by 
the  Corporation  in  its  price-support  opera¬ 
tions  are  made  in  compliance  with  sections 
202,  407,  and  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  and  other  applicable  legislation,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1691), 
title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954,  title  H 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956,  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1958,  the  act  Of  August  19,  1958, 
in  the  case  of  cornmeal  and-  wheat  flour,  and 
the  act  of  September  21,  1959,  with  regard  to 
sales  of  livestock  feed  in  emergency  areas. 


CIVIL  DEFENSE  SUPPLIES  AND  EQUIPMENT 

Civil  defense  stockpile  / 
The  Department  of  Defense  conducts  t  1 
stockpiling  program  pursuant  to  .sect  ■ 
201(h)  of  Public  Law  920,  81st  Congress, 
amended.  The  program  is  desigtuCd  to  pro¬ 
vide  some  of  the  most  essential  materials  to 
minimize  the  effects  upon  the  civilian  p  . 
ulation  which  would  be  caused  by  an  att  -- 
upon  the  United  States.  Supplies  and  eqv 
ment  normally  unavailable,  or  lacking 
quantity  needed  to  cop/ with  such  cor 
tions,  are  stockpiled  at  /trategic  location! 
a  nationwide  warehouse  system  consist  ~ 
of  general  storage  facilities. 

Civil  defense  medical  stockpile 
As  authorized/under  Public  Law  920,  h 
Congress,  and  following  the  intent  of  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1,  1958,  the  Director, 
flee  of  Emergency  Planning  has  delega.,. 
responsibility  to  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  to  plan  and  direct 
operation  of  the  medical  supply  portion  of 
the  OEP  stockpile.  The  warehousing  of  the 
medjCal  stockpile  is  principally  within  the 
OFjP  warehouse  system:  in  addition,  the 
edical  stockpile  includes  a  program  de¬ 
signed  to  pre-position  emergency  hospitals 
and  other  treatment  units  in  communities 
throughout  the  Nation. 

MACHINE  TOOLS 

Defense  Production  Act 
Under  section  303  of  the  Defense  Produc¬ 
tion  Act  of  1950  (50  U.S.C.  App.  2093)  and 
Executive  Order  10480,  as  amended,  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  has  acquired 
machine  tools  in  furtherance  of  expansion 
of  productive  capacity,  in  accordance  with 
programs  certified  by  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Emergency  Planning. 

National  industrial  equipment  reserve 
Under  general  policies  established  and  di¬ 
rectives  issued  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
General  Services  Administration  is  responsi¬ 
ble  for  the  care,  maintenance,  utilization, 
transfer,  leasing,  lending  to  nonprofit 
schools,  disposal,  transportation,  repair,  res¬ 
toration,  and  renovation  of  national  indus¬ 
trial  reserve  equipment  transferred  to  GSA 
under  the  National  Industrial  Reserve  Act  of 
1948  (50  U.S.C.  451-462) . 

Statement  by  Senator  Byrd  of  Virginia 

STRATEGIC  AND  CRITICAL  MATERIALS 

The  cost  value  of  strategic  and  critical 
materials  stockpiled  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  was  increased  by  $5,853,986  during 
March  1962,  from  $8,743,180,023  to  $8,749,- 
034,009. 

So-called  strategic  and  critical  materials 
are  stored  by  the  Government  in  the 
jational  stockpile,  the  Federal  Facilities 
orporation  tin  inventory,  the  Defense  Pro¬ 
duction  Act  inventory,  and  the  supple¬ 
mental-barter  stockpile. 

TheNPresident,  on  January  31,  1962,  said 
excessesSin  the  inventories  of  strategic  and 
critical  materials  should  be  reduced.  Net 
changes  ia.  these  inventories  during  Feb¬ 
ruary  and  Search,  as  officially  reported  in 
terms  of  cos\  value  are  summarized  as 
follows ; 


Strategic  and  critical  materials  stockpiles 

Cost  valuciffibousands) 

Feb.  1, 1962 

Mar.  1, 1962 

Mar^l,  1962 

Net  chart  \ 
Feb.  1 

Mar.  31,  1962 

National  stockpile . 

Federal  Facilities  Corporation _ 

$6,083,482 
1,634 
1, 480, 120 
1, 176, 610 

$6,075,719 

63 

1,478,301 

1, 189, 097 

$6, 069, 09\ 

-$14  38/ 

.  —1 .  634 

\  —3, 480 

\  +2*1.789 

T)pfonsp  production  _  _ _ 

1,  478, 640 
1, 201, 299 

Supplemental,  barter . . . . 

Total 

8,741,746 

8, 743, 180 

8,749,034 

\ +7,288 
- \ - 
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There  has  been  a  net  increase  of  $7.3  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  cost  value  of  materials  in  stra¬ 
tegic  and  critical  inventories  since  January 
31,  \hen  the  President  said  it  should  be 
reduced.  This  Increase  has  resulted  largely 
from  net  additions  under  the  supplemental - 
barter  program. 

There  wks  a  net  increase  of  $12.6  million 
under  the  supplemental-barter  program  in 
February  ancKanother  net  increase  of  $12.2 
million  in  March.  There  was  a  small  net 
increase  under  the  Defense  Production  Act 
program  in  March,  but  there  was  a  net 
decrease  in  this  program  during  February. 

The  increases  in  tie  supplemental-barter 
inventories  more  than\offset  substantial  net 
decreases  during  both  February  and  March 
in  the  national  stockpile,  and  the  Federal 
facilities  in  inventory  (wl^ch  was  reduced 
to  zero  in  March) . 

Maximum  objectifies 

Overall  there  are  98  materials  stockpiled 
in  the  strategic  and  critical  inventories. 
Maximum  objectives — in  terms  of  Volume — 
are  presently  fixed  for  76  of  these  98  mate¬ 
rials.  Of  these  76  materials,  66  wereVtock- 
piled  in  excess  of  maximum  objective^,  as 
of  February  1;  65  were  stockpiled  in  excess 
of  maximum  objectives,  as  of  March  1;  ar 
65  were  stockpiled  in  excess  of  maximur 
objectives,  as  of  March  31. 

During  the  2-month  period  (February- 
March)  excesses  over  the  objectives  have 
been  increased  in  21  materials,  and  decreased 
in  28  materials;  and  they  have  remained  un¬ 
changed  in  17  materials. 

Materials  in  which  excesses  over  objectives 
have  been  increased  substantially  in  volume 
since  February  include  various  forms  of 
bauxite,  manganese,  chrome  and  mica,  in¬ 
dustrial  diamonds  and  bismuth.  Materials 
in  which  excesses  over  objectives  have  been 
substantially  reduced  since  February  include 
rubber,  nickel,  cordage  fibers,  castor  oil,  co¬ 
balt,  and  feathers  and  down.  Only  one  ma¬ 
terial — cordage  fibers,  sisal — which  exceeded 
the  objective  on  February  1,  has  been 
brought  within  its  objective. 

OTHER  FEDERAL  STOCKPILES 

In  addition  to  so-called  strategic  and  criti¬ 
cal  items,  the  Federal  Government  stock¬ 
piles  other  materials,  including  agricultural 
surpluses  under  the  price  support  program, 
machine  tools,  and  civil  defense  supplies 
and  equipment. 

The  cost  value  of  materials  stockpiled  in 
these  inventories  on  March  31  totaled  $4,720,- 
445,870.  On  March  1,  they  totaled  $5,029,- 
923,661.  The  reduction  during  March  was 
$309,477,791. 

The  total  cost  value  of  all  materials  in  all 
of  these  stockpiles,  including  the  strategic 
and  critical  inventories,  on  March  31  was, 
$13,469,479,879,  as  compared  with  a  total  of 
$13,773,103,684  on  March  1.  The  overall  net 
reduction  during  March  was  $303, 623, 80m 

Increases  and  decreases  in  the  cost  Value 
of  Federal  stockpile  inventories  /luring 
March,  as  compiled  by  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Reduction  of  Nonessential  Federal  Ex¬ 
penditures  from  official  report^/  are  sum¬ 
marized  as  follows: 


Cost/value,  March  1962 


Major  categories 


Strategic  and  Critical  ip&te- 

rials _ 

Agricultural  commodities: 

Price  support  program.... 
Civil  defense  supplies  and 
equipment  (under  Depart¬ 
ments  of  [defense  and 
Health,  Education,  and 

Welfare),/-. . . 

Mu  nine  .fools  (under  the 
Defense  Production  Act 
nd  ino  National  Xndus- 
i  i  /Reserve  Act) _ 


ifet  change 
during 
month 


Total,  end 
of  month 


+$5, 853, 986 
-309,564,101 


EXECUTIVE  REPORT  OF  A 
COMMITTEE 

As  in  executive  session, 

The  following  favorable  report  of  a 
nomination  was  submitted. 

By  Mr.  FULBRIGHT,  from  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations : 

Philip  D.  Sprouse,  of  Tennessee,  a  Foreign 
Service  officer  of  the  class  of  career  minister, 
to  be  Ambassador  Extraordinary  and  Pleni¬ 
potentiary  to  the  Kingdom  of  Cambodia. 


$8,  749, 034, 009 
4, 435, 947, 358 


+1, 389, 510  193,  741, 812 


-1, 303, 200  90, 756, 700 


Total,  all  inventories..  —303,623,805  13, 469, 479, 879 


BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

Bills  and  a  joint  resolution  were  in¬ 
troduced,  read  the  first  time,  and,  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  second  time,  and 
referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  TALMADGE  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Aiken)  : 

S.  3475.  A  bill  to  provide  further  for  coop¬ 
eration  with  States  in  administration  and 
enforcement  of  certain  Federal  laws;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Talmadge  when  he 
introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  MUNDT: 

S.  3476.  A  bill  to  change  the  name  of  Fort/ 
RaWlall  Reservoir  in  the  State  of  South 
kotaNto  Lake  Francis  Case;  to  the  Commit/fee 
on  Public  Works. 

Mr.  MORSE  (for  himself/  Mr. 
iken,  Mr.  Bush,  Mr.  Case  /f  New 
Jeksey,  Mr.  Clark,  Mr.  Cooper,  Mr. 
Dodd  Mr.  Gruening,  Mr/  Metcalf, 
Mr.  ’tROUTY,  Mr.  Randolph,  Mr. 
ScOTT/Sand  Mr.  Wili/ams  of  New 
Jersey) 

S.  3477.  A  bill  td\promote /he  security  and 
welfare  of  the  people  of  tne  United  States 
by  providing  for  a  program  to  assist  the  sev¬ 
eral  States  in  furtherVeveloping  their  pro¬ 
grams  of  general  /university  extension 
education;  to  the  C/mmiltee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Morse  when  he 
introduced  the/  above  bill,  which  appear 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr/ BIBLE  (by  request jN 

S.  3478.  A  bill  to  change  the  narhe  of  the 
Perry’s  Victory  and  International  Peace  Me¬ 
morial  ^National  Monument,  to  provide  for 
the  acquisition  of  certain  lands,  and\for 
othe/  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
ter)or  and  Insular  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  HICKEY  (for  himself  and  Mr.' 
McGee)  : 

S.  3479.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  certain  en- 
trymen,  owners,  and  assignees  of  farm  units 
on  the  Third  Division  Irrigation  District, 
Riverton  Reclamation  Project,  Wyoming;  to 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Hickey  when  he 
introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  SCOTT: 

S.  3480.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act 
of  1949  to  permit  donations  of  surplus  prop¬ 
erty  to  volunteer  fire-fighting  organizations, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations. 

By  Mr.  BEALL  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Dworshak,  Mr.  Butler,  Mr.  Bush, 
Mr.  Scott,  Mr.  Cannon,  Mr.  Cape- 
hart,  and  Mr.  Young  of  North 
Dakota) : 

S.J.  Res.  205.  Joint  resolution  proposing 
an  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  to  permit  the  offering  of  pray¬ 
er  in  public  schools;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Beall  when  he 
introduced  the  above  Joint  resolution,  which 
appear  under  a  separate  heading.) 


RESOLUTION— PRAYERS  IN  PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS 

Mr.  HARTKE  submitted  a  resolutk 
(S.  Res.  356)  to  provide  for  freedoijr  of 
prayer,  which  was  referred  to  thej 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

(See  the  above  resolution  printed  in 
full  when  submitted  by  My  Hartke, 
which  appeal’s  under  a  separate  head¬ 
ing.) 

COOPERATION  WITH  STATES  IN  AD¬ 
MINISTRATION  AND  ENFORCE¬ 
MENT  OF  CERTAIN  FEDERAL 

LAWS 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  myself,  and  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  LMr.  Aiken],  I  introduce,  for 
appropriate  reference,  a  bill  which  would 
provide  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  enter  into  cooperative  agreements 
with  State  departments  of  agriculture, 
or  other  State  agencies,  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  and  enforcement  of  Federal  laws 
within  the  Secretary’s  area  of  responsi¬ 
bility,  whenever  he  deems  it  feasible  and 
in  the  public  interest.  This  is  to  be  done, 
when  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary, 
agreements  with  State  departments  of 
agriculture  for  such  cooperation  will 
avoid  duplication  of  functions,  facili¬ 
ties  and  personnel,  and  attain  closer  co¬ 
ordination  and  greater  effectiveness  and 
economy  in  the  administration  of  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  laws. 

Though  nothing  in  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  would  “affect  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  any 
Federal  law,”  or  change  the  present  re¬ 
lationship  between  the  Secretary  in  his 
authority  to  cooperate  with  State  or 
other  agencies,  under  existing  provisions 
of  law,  it  is  believed  that  the  passage  of 
this  bill  will  result  in  clarifying  the  in¬ 
tent  of  Congress  as  expressed  in  scores 
of  statutes  passed  over  a  period  of  many 
decades  in  the  fields  of  marketing  agri¬ 
cultural  products,  the  control  or  eradi¬ 
cation  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and 
pests,  and  in  the  regulatory  procedures 
to  accomplish  the  desired  objectives  of 
both  the  Federal  and  State  governments. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  and  I  have 
introduced  this  bill  at  the  request  of  the 
National  Association  of  State  Depart¬ 
ments  of  Agriculture  whose  executive 
committee  has  worked  out  the  extact 
terms  of  the  measure  with  the  General 
Counsel  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  Secretary  and  members  of 
his  immediate  staff,  as  well  as  with  the 
heads  of  many  of  the  agencies  in  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

It  is  believed  that  this  will  give  leader¬ 
ship  in  a  movement  toward  closer  coop¬ 
eration  between  regulatory  and  service 
agencies  in  agriculture,  both  Federal  and 
State;  that  it  will  serve  to  inspire  the 
States,  which  have  lagged  in  their  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  to  strengthen  their  laws, 
regulations  and  personnel,  when  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  determines  a  “State 
agency  which  has  adequate  facilities, 
personnel,  and  procedures”  may  be  con¬ 
tracted  with  by  the  Secretary  to  assist 
“in  the  administration  and  enforcement 
of  Federal  laws  and  regulations”  to  the 
extent  and  manner  the  Secretary  deems 
appropriate  and  in  the  public  interest. 
Congressional  leadership,  backed  by  the 
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Secretary,  may  well  lead  to  a  saving  of 
Federal  funds  and  of  the  resources  of 
most  of  our  States. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriately  referred. 

The  bill  (S.  3475)  to  provide  further 
for  cooperation  with  States  in  adminis¬ 
tration  and  enforcement  of  certain  Fed¬ 
eral  laws,  introduced  by  Mr.  Talmadge 
(for  himself  and  Mr.  Aiken),  was  re¬ 
ceived,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry. 

.V_.  - - 

THE  LAND-GRAnV  COLLEGE  CON¬ 
CEPT— AN  ACT  SOF  JUSTIFIED 

FAITH  IN  DEMOCRACY 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  it  is  a 
great  privilege  to  have  the\opportunity 
to  pay  tribute  to  America’s\great  and 
unique  system  of  land-grank  colleges 
and  universities  on  the  100th  anniver¬ 
sary  of  the  signing  of  the  act  tha\called 
them  into  existence.  \ 

My  own  personal  indebtedness  to  these 
institutions  is  considerable.  Early  in 
my  life,  when  the  foundations  are  laidV 
I  was  granted  both  degrees  and  faculty 
positions  by  two  of  these  institutions — 
the  University  of  Wisconsin  and  the 
University  of  Minnesota.  I  do  not 
know  whether  these  institutions  are  glad 
to  have  had  me  as  a  student  and  a 
teacher,  but  I  know  that  I  am  indeed 
fortunate  to  have  had  the  opportunity 
to  study  and  teach  at  them.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  I  have  had  wonderful  opportuni¬ 
ties  to  observe  and  cooperate  with  the 
outstanding  programs  at  the  land-grant 
university  in  my  home  State — Oregon 
State,  at  Corvallis — as  a  faculty  mem¬ 
ber  at  its  sister  institution  in  Eugene  and 
in  my  later  public  career. 

In  a  letter  to  his  wife  from  Paris  in 
1780,  crusty  John  Adams  once  wrote: 

The  science  of  government  is  my  duty  to 
study,  more  than  all  the  other  sciences;  the 
arts  of  legislation  and  administration  and 
negotiation  ought  to  take  place  of,  indeed  to 
exclude,  in  a  manner,  all  other  arts.  I  must 
study  politics  and  war  that  my  sons  have 
liberty  to  study  mathematics  and  philoso¬ 
phy,  geography,  natural  history  and  naval 
architecture,  navigation,  commerce  ajM 
agriculture,  in  order  to  give  their  children 
a  right  to  study  painting,  poetry,  nmsic, 
architecture.  / 

The  colleges  in  America  100  years  ago 
and  earlier  were  equipped  to/serve  the 
first  need  listed  by  America’s  second 
President — the  need  to  oroduce  civil 
leaders  capable  of  guiding  this  upstart 
young  democracy  though  the  early 
difficult  years  of  its  imdacious  experi¬ 
ment  in  self -government.  As  evidence 
of  this,  we  have  omy  to  remember  that 
these  institutionyproduced  such  people 
as  Adams  himself,  Hamilton,  Jefferson, 
and  Madison-yeach  a  giant  in  the  days 
when  Ameriod  needed  giants. 

But  these  institutions  were  not 
equipped  /o  undertake  the  second  need 
in  Adams’  list — the  need  to  provide  aca- 
demic /Support  for  the  growing  commer¬ 
cial  ymd  democratic  imperatives  of  the 
country.  America  100  years  ago  was 
not  the  America  that  John  Adams  knew, 
arhe  period  of  political  and  social  con¬ 
solidation  following  the  defeat  of  the 
British  at  Yorktown  had  served  its  pur¬ 


pose.  Now  the  country  was  ready  to 
move  forward,  despite  the  tragic  inter¬ 
necine  violence  that  erupted  in  April 
1861  at  Fort  Sumter. 

Oil  had  been  discovered  in  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  and  gold  and  silver  in  the  West¬ 
ern  States.  People  were  becoming 
aware  of  the  vastness  and  fertility  of 
the  uncultivated  lands  lying  beyond  the 
settled  coastal  areas.  The  impact  of 
science  was  beginning  to  be  felt  in  the 
daily  lives  of  the  people.  People  were 
optimistic,  restless.  “Progress,”  Herbert 
Spencer  had  written,  “is  not  an  accident, 
but  a  necessity,”  and  the  American 
people  were  anxious  to  get  on  with  the 
job.  These  forces  produced  a  new  and 
different  kind  of  aristocrat — the  farmer, 
the  woodsman,  the  merchant,  the  miner, 
the  manufacturer. 

These  new  aristocrats,  however,  were 
singularly  disadvantaged.  They  were 
proud  of  the  progress  they  had  made. 
They  were  proud  of  their  initiative  and 
resourcefulness  and  courage.  But  no¬ 
where  in  the  country  were  there  educa¬ 
tional  institutions  to  teach,  improve,  and 
dignify  the  processes  through  which  they 
had  made  these  gains.  They  had  faith 
\m  education.  They  believed  firmly  that 
democracy  depended  fundamentally 
upto  education.  But  nowhery  in  the 
country  were  there  colleges  to yneet  these 
needs\  Nowhere  were  ther/eolleges  for 
the  maWity  of  the  people/ 

One  hundred  years  ago,  only  1  or 
2  young  inen  out  o/each  100  were 
actually  enrolled  in  /college  or  univer¬ 
sity,  and  tlurspercentage  was  declining. 
The  programs Vvajlable  were  even  more 
restrictive  than  jhe  opportunity  for  col¬ 
lege  going.  Esirehtially  only  one  cur¬ 
riculum  was  offereovand  within  it,  prac¬ 
tically  no  Variations  were  permitted. 
Every  student  in  any  one  class  attended 
the  same/recitation  at  me  same  hour  as 
every  other  student.  Lawn,  Greek,  and 
math/natics  made  up  the.  bulk  of  the 
acac/mic  fare,  and  it  was  possible  to  get 
a  college  preparation  for  onlyNfour  pro¬ 
fessions — law,  medicine,  the  lninistry, 
/lid  teaching.  \ 

In  passing  the  Morrill  Act  to  cnange 
all  this,  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  displayed  statesmanship  that  has 
seldom  been  equalled,  in  this  country  o)\ 
anywhere  else.  In  giving  the  U.S.  col¬ 
leges  not  just  for  a  handful  of  highly 
selected  civic  leaders  and  practitioners 
in  three  or  four  traditional  professions 
but .  for  all  the  people  in  the  work  in 
which  they  would  actually  make  their 
careers,  that  beleaguered  Congress  also 
gave  us  a  tremendous  reaffirmation  of 
the  basic  democratic  faith  in  people  and 
in  their  ability  to  become  more  effective 
citizens  and  more  effective  human  be¬ 
ings.  And  even,  I  might  add,  faith  in 
people  to  run  their  own  institutions 
wisely.  Through  the  Morrill  Act,  the 
Federal  Government  has  been  giving  aid 
to  higher  education  for  a  century  with¬ 
out  a  single  suspicion  of  control  over  the 
programs  offered,  a  fact  that  should  be 
studied  well  be  some  uninformed  critics 
of  Federal  aid  today. 

That  act  of  faith,  taken  during  some 
of  the  most  difficult  days  of  the  Civil 
War,  has  done  more  than  given  us  the 
right  to  study  the  arts  most  commonly 
associated  with  the  good  life.  It  has  also 
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given  us  the  wealth  and  the  leisure  that 
make  it  possible  to  do  so.  But  it  iias 
given  us  responsibilities— the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  learning  to  make  wise  use'of  our 
material  and  temporal  surpluse/  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  teaching  othep’countries 
how  to  overcome  the  deplorable  living 
conditions  that  blight  the.llves  and  de¬ 
stroy  the  dignity  of  well/over  half  the 
people  of  the  world,  the/fesponsibility  of 
learning  how  to  live  \jsith  the  gains  that 
we  have  realized  front  this  investment  in 
people. 

If  experience  is  any  indication,  we 
know  that  we  cdn  count  on  these  land- 
grant  institutions — these  people’s  col¬ 
leges — to  meet  this  new  challenge  with 
the  same  dedication,  wisdom,  and  vigor 
with  wh tim  they  met  the  older  one. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  honoring  the 
land-grant  idea  today  on  its  100  years 
of  educational  development.  At  this 
point  I  would  have  my  colleagues  con¬ 
sider  one  further  aspect  of  that  develop- 
<ment — the  general  university  extension 
programs  of  our  State  universities  and 
land -grant  institutions.  This  is  the 
program  which  keeps  the  colleges  and 
universities  in  touch  with  the  people  to¬ 
day  through  provision  of  classes  in  a 
great  variety  of  disciplines  in  a  great 
many  of  our  smaller  towns  and  cities 
throughout  our  country.  By  virtue  of 
this  program  opportunities  are  provided 
to  men  and  women  of  all  ages  for  or¬ 
ganized  study  in  many,  many  fields  of 
endeavor  to  their  own  intellectual  en¬ 
richment,  and  to  the  enrichment  of  our 
culture  and  society  through  the  learning 
and  skills  they  thus  acquire. 

It  has  occurred  to  me  that  perhaps  the 
one  solid  domestic  recognition  we  could 
give  to  our  land-grant  concept  on  its 
century  of  achievement  would  be  to  com¬ 
memorate  that  event  by  enacting  a 
measure  designed  to  strengthen  the  work 
now  being  carried  on  in  the  university 
extension  field  by  providing  a  modest 
program  of  Federal  grant  assistance  to 
assist  the  States  in  their  projects. 

The  program  is  a  modest  one ;  $20,000 
a  year  would  be  allotted  to  each  State  as 
a  floor  amount  for  a  4 -year  program. 
Supplementing  this  basic  allotment,  a  $8 
million  authorization  per  year  for  4  years 
would  be  provided.  The  amounts  ap¬ 
propriated  of  the  yearly  authorization 
vpuld  be  distributed  to  the  States  upon 
a  straight  population  formula  basis  with 
50rofl  matching  provisions. 

MrSjPres'ident,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  text  of  the  proposed  bill 
and  an  Explanation  of  it  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  my  remarks. 

The  VICESFRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  a^d  appropriately  referred; 
and,  without  objection,  the  bill  and  ex¬ 
planation  will  besnrinted  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  34T1U  to  promote  the  se¬ 
curity  and  welfare^  the  people  of  the 
United  States  by  providing  for  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  assist  the  several  States  in 
further  developing  then;  programs  of 
general  university  extension  education, 
introduced  by  Mr.  Morse  \f or  himself 
and  other  Senators) ,  was  received,  read 
twice  by  its  title,  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  WelNfe,  and 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows :  \ 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of-  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 


SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
“General^  University  Extension  Education 
Act  of  196 


FINDING^VAND  DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  hereby  finds  that 


the  continuing\security  and  defense  of  this 
Nation  requiresNthe  fullest  development  of 
the  intellectual  Resources  and  technical 
skills  of  its  people\and  it  is  therefore  es¬ 
sential  to  disseminate,  to  the  people  the  new 
knowledge  and  technical  information  being 
developed  through  research  and  study. 

(b)  The  Congress  further  finds  that  the 
economic  and  social  conditions  resulting 
from  such  factors  as  unemployment  caused 
by  technological  changes,  arid  mobility  of 
our  population,  and  their  attendant  prob¬ 
lems,  and  the  increasing  amount  "of  personal 
time  available  to  large  segments  of  our  pop¬ 
ulation,  make  it  essential  to  the' .general 
welfare  that  solutions  to  problems  resulting 
from  such  factors  developed  by  our  scientists 
and  scholars  be  made  directly  available  to 
people  confronted  by  them  and  those  who 
are  training  others  to  cope  with  these  prob¬ 
lems. 

(c)  The  Congress,  therefore,  declares  it  to 
be  the  purpose  of  this  Act  to  provide  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  assist  the  several  States  in  the 
further  development  of  their  publicly  sup¬ 
ported  general  university  extension  educa¬ 
tion  programs  which  it  determines  offer  great 
promise  in  promoting  the  security,  defense, 
and  welfare  of  the  United  States  by  extend¬ 
ing  the  benefits  of  the  land-grant  colleges 
and  State  universities  beyond  their  imme¬ 
diate  campuses. 

INSTITUTIONAL  CONTROL  UNIMPAIRED;  PRO¬ 
GRAMS  UNDER  OTHER  ACTS 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Nothing  contained  in  this  Act 
shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  a  depart¬ 
ment,  agency,  officer,  or  employee  of  the 
United  States  to  exercise  any  direction, 
supervision,  or  control  over,  or  impose  any 
requirements  or  condition  with  respect  to, 
the  personnel,  curriculum,  methods  of  in¬ 
struction,  or  administration  of  any  educa¬ 
tional  institution. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  alter,  dupli¬ 
cate,  or  supersede  programs  authorized  under 
the  Act  of  February  23,  1917  (Smith-Hughes 
Vocational  Education  Act),  as  amended 
(20  U.S.C.  11  and  the  following);  the  Voca¬ 
tional  Education  Act  of  1946;  or  any  other 
Federal  law  for  vocational  education,  or 
the  Act  of  May  8,  1914  (Smith-Lever  Act), 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  341-348),  providing 
for  cooperative  extension  work  in  subjects 
relating  to  agriculture  and  home  economics. 


DEFINITIONS 


college  or  State  university  offering  such 
educational  activities,  and  (3)  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  persons  above  the  usual  age  of  com¬ 
pulsory  school  attendance  who  are  not  at¬ 
tending  any  institution  of  higher  education 
as  regular  full-time  students. 

(e)  The  term  “Commissioner”  means  the 
(United  States)  Commissioner  of  Education. 

(f )  The  term  “certified  institution”  means 
any  land-grant  college  or  State  university 
which  is  designated  to  participate  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  6(a)  of  this  Act. 


APPROPRIATIONS  AUTHORIZED;  ALLOTMENT 


Sec.  4.  As  used  in  this  Act- 

(a)  The  term  “State”  includes  the  Cc 
mon wealth  of  Puerto  Rico. 

(b)  The  term  “land-grant  college”  rrieans 
any  college,  university,  or  other  institution 
of  higher  education  entitled  to  the^ benefits 
of  the  Act  of  July  2,  1862,  as  appended  (7 
U.S.C.  301-308). 

(c)  The  term  “State  university”  means 

(1)  any  college  or  university  which  was 
founded  wholly  or  in  part  upon  land  granted 
by  Congress  to  the  State  in  which  such 
college  or  university  is  located  upon  admis¬ 
sion  of  such  State  to  the  Union;  or  (2)  a 
university  in  a  State  ivhich  is  designated  by 
law  or  other  appropriate  authority  of  such 
State  as  a  State  university  and  is  supported 
in  whole  or  in  part  from  State  tax  revenues. 

(d)  The  term/“general  university  exten¬ 
sion  education/program”  means  educational 
activities  which  are  (1)  offered  in  subject 
matter  fields  reprerented  by  the  members 
of  the  faulty  of  a  land-grant  college  or 
State  umversity,  (2)  of  college  level,  or 
above,  yfis  determined  by  the  land-grant 


Sec.  5.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  $9,020,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1963,  and  for  each  of  the 
three  succeeding  fiscal  years,  for  making 
grants  for  the  development  of  general  uni¬ 
versity  extension  education  programs  in  the 
several  States  as  provided  in  this  Act. 

(b)  Of  the  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)  for  any  fiscal  year,  the  Com¬ 
missioner  shall  allot  $20,000  to  each  State 
which  has  a  State  plan  approved  under  sec¬ 
tion  6(c) .  The  amount  remaining  from 
such  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year 
after  making  the  allotment  under  the  pre¬ 
ceding  sentence  shall  be  allotted  among 
such  States  so  that  each  such  State  is 
^allotted  an  amount  under  this  sentence 
idiich  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  remain¬ 
ing  amount  as  the  population  of  such  State 
beafe  to  the  total  population  of  all  sue! 
StateV  The  population  of  each  State  ai 
of  all  the  States  shall  be  determined  by  yttie 
Commissioner  on  the  basis  of  data  foi/ the 
most  recent  year  for  which  satisfactory  data 
are  available  from  the  Department  <fi  Com¬ 
merce.  Allotments  made  unde  thi d  subsec¬ 
tion  of  sums  appropriated  for  themscal  year 
ending  June  30>J963.  shall  remain  available 
for  obligation  until  June  30,  1964. 

CERTIFIED  INSTITUTIONS;  STATE  PLANS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Any  State  which  desires  to  re¬ 
ceive  payments  under >hy  provisions  of  this 
Act  shall  by  appropriate  action  of  a  com¬ 
petent  State  body,  offl^r,  m-  agency  (1)  des¬ 
ignate  one  or  moreyland -grant  colleges  or 
State  universities,  of  both,  which  are  located 
in  such  State  aaCcertified  institutions  to 
participate  in  carrying  out  thh  provisions 
of  this  Act  in  such  State,  and  (2\  transmit 
to  the  Commissioner  the  names\of  such 
certified  institutions. 

(b)  The/certified  institution  or  institu¬ 
tions  in/each  State  shall  submit  toythe 
Commissioner  a  State  plan  which — 

( 1 )  /Rets  forth  the  general  university  e; 
tension  education  program  for  which  funds' 
paid  to  the  State  under  this  Act  will  be  used 
exclusively; 

(2)  (A)  if  there  is  only  one  certified  insti¬ 
tution  in  the  State,  provides  that  it  will  be 
the  sole  agency  for  administering  such  plan, 
or  (B)  if  there  are  two  or  more  certified 
institutions  in  the  State  (i)  provides  for 
coordinated  administration  by  such  insti¬ 
tutions  of  such  plan,  (ii)  sets  forth  the  geo¬ 
graphic  areas  in  the  State  which  each  insti¬ 
tution  will  operate  in  and  the  subject  matter 
fields  that  will  be  taught  in  each  such  area 
by  each  institution  under  the  program  set 
forth  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection, 
and  (iii)  sets  forth  the  manner  in  which 
funds  allotted  to  the  State  under  section 
5(b)  will  be  shared  by  such  institutions; 

(3)  sets  forth  procedures  for  such  fiscal 
control  and  fund  accounting  as  may  be 
necessary  to  assure  proper  disbursement  of, 
and  accounting  for,  funds  paid  to  the  State 
under  this  Act;  and 

(4)  provides  for  making  such  reports  in 
such  form  and  containing  such  information 
as  the  Commissioner  may  from  time  to  time 
require  to  enable  him  to  carry  out  his  func¬ 
tions  under  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Commissioner  shall  approve  any 
State  plan  and  any  modification  thereof 


which  complies  with  the  provisions  of  sub¬ 
section  (b). 

PAYMENT 


Sec.  7.  From  a  State’s  allotments  unde? 
section  5(b)  for  any  fiscal  year,  the  Coni- 
missioner  shall  from  time  to  time  durine/the 
period  such  allotments  are  available  foi/pay- 
ment,  pay  to  each  State  an  amount  e^ual  to 
one-half  the  cost  of  carrying  out  ther  general 
extension  education  program  set  tenth  in  its 
State  plan  approved  under  section  6(c);  ex¬ 
cept  that  no  State  shall  receive  payments 
under  this  section  for  any  period  in  excess  of 
its  allotments  for  such  periyrd  under  section 
5(b). 

REPORT 


Sec.  8.  The  Commissioner  shall  make  an 
annual  report  to  the  Congress  with  respect  to 
the  program  carried/on  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 


ADMINISTRATION  OF  STATE  PLANS 


Sec.  9.  (a)  Jttie  Commissioner  shall  not 
finally  disapprove  any  State  plan  submitted 
under  thisXct,  or  any  modification  thereof, 
without  first  affording  the  certified  institu¬ 
tion  or  institutions  submitting  the  plan  rea- 
sonablo/notice  and  opportunity  for  a  hearing. 

(bV' Whenever  the  Commissioner,  after 
reasonable  notice  and  opportunity  for  hear¬ 
ing  to  the  certified  institution  or  institution 
mministering  a  State  plan  approved  under 
'this  Act,  finds — 


(1)  that  the  State  plan  has  been  so 
changed  that  it  no  longer  complies  with  the 
provisions  of  section  6(b) ,  or 

(2)  that  in  the  administration  of  the  plan 
there  is  a  failure  to  comply  substantially 
with  any  such  provision, 

the  Commissioner  shall  notify  such  certified 
institution  or  institutions  that  the  State 
will  not  be  regarded  as  eligible  to  participate 
in  the  program  under  this  Act  until  he  is 
satisfied  that  there  is  no  longer  any  such 
failure  to  comply. 


JUDICIAL  REVIEW 


Sec.  10,  (a)  If  any  State  is  dissatisfied 
with  the  Commissioner’s  final  action  with 
respect  to  the  approval  of  its  State  plan  sub¬ 
mitted  under  this  Act,  or  with  respect  to  his 
final  action  under  section  9(b),  such  State 
may,  within  sixty  days  after  notice  of  such 
action,  file  with  the  United  States  district 
court  for  the  district  in  which  the  certified 
institution  or  one  of  the  certified  institu¬ 
tions  administering  the  plan  (if  more  than 
one)  is  located,  a  petition  for  review  of  such 
action.  A  copy  of  the  petition  shall  be  forth¬ 
with  transmitted  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  to 
\£he  Commissioner  or  any  officer  designated 
■  him  for  that  purpose.  The  Commissioner 
thereupon  shall  file  in  the  court  the  record 
of  the  proceedings  on  which  he  based  his 
actior) 


(b)  titoon  the  filing  of  the  petition  referred 
to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  court 
shall  have\iurisdictlon  to  affirm  the  action 
of  the  Commissioner  or  to  set  it  aside,  in 
whole  or  in  past,  temporarily  or  permanently. 
The  findings  or\the  Commissioner  as  to  the 
facts,  if  supported  by  substantial  evidence, 
shall  be  conclusive,  but  the  court,  for  good 
cause  shown,  may  remand  the  case  to  the 
Commissioner  to  take\further  evidence,  and 
the  Commissioner  may\hereupon  make  new 
or  modified  findings  of  fact  and  may  modify 
his  previous  action,  and  shall  file  in  the  court 
the  record  of  the  further  proceedings.  Such 
new  or  modified  findings  of  tect  shall  like¬ 
wise  be  conclusive  if  supported  by  substantial 
evidence. 

(c)  The  judgment  of  the  court\affirming 
or  setting  aside,  in  whole  or  in  pfert,  any 
action  of  the  Commissioner  shall  bevfinal, 
subject  to  review  as  provided  in  sections 
1291  and  1254  of  title  28,  United  States  C6qe. 
The  commencement  of  proceedings  und 
this  section  shall  not,  unless  so  specifically 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

August  7, 1962 

Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa  introduced  the  following  bill;  winch  was  referred  to  the 

Committee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States  in  administra¬ 
tion  and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal  laws. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  in  order  to  avoid  duplication  of  functions,  facilities,  and 

4  personnel,  and  to  attain  closer  coordination  and  greater  effec- 

5  tiveness  and  economy  in  administration  of  Federal  and  State 

6  laws  and  regulations  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural 

7  products  and  to  the  control  or  eradication  of  plant  and 

8  animal  diseases  and  pests,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 

9  hereby  authorized,  in  the  administration  and  enforcement 

10  of  such  Federal  laws  within  his  area  of  responsibility,  when- 

11  ever  he  deems  it  feasible  and  in  the  public  interest,  to  enter 
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into  cooperative  arrangements  with  State  departments  of 
agriculture  and  other  State  agencies  charged  with  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  enforcement  of  such  State  laws  and  regula¬ 
tions  and  to  provide  that  any  such  State  agency  which  has 
adequate  facilities,  personnel,  and  procedures,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  may  assist  the  Secretary  in  the 
administration  and  enforcement  of  such  Federal  laws  and 
regulations  to  the  extent  and  in  the  manner  he  deems  appro¬ 
priate  in  the  public  interest. 

Further,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  coordinate  the 
administration  of  such  Federal  laws  and  regulations  with 
such  State  laws  and  regulations  wherever  feasible.  How¬ 
ever,  nothing  herein  shall  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  under  any  Federal  law,  or  any  authority 
to  cooperate  with  State  agencies  or  other  agencies  or  persons 
under  existing  provisions  of  law,  or  affect  any  restrictions 
of  law  upon  such  cooperation. 
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CONTENTS 


Appropriations . 7,28 

Budget . 5 

Casein . 12 

Civil  defense . 4 

Coconut  oil . 12 

Communications . 2 

Electrification . 13 

Employment . 26 

Expenditures . 24 

Extension  work. . 1 

Farm  labor . 19 

Farm  program . 1,10,23 

Food  stamps . . . 8 


Food\supply . . .  20 

Foreign  trade . 12 , 25 

Handboo\. . / . 1 

Householovef  feet/. . 11 

Invent  ionsV.  ./ . 2 

Land-grant  oa/leges . 22 

Lands . . 17 

Laws . ./. . .  \  . . 1,15 

Lumber  inraustry.\ . 21 

Oceanography . ....  18 

Parks/ . . .  17 

Pers/mel . /id, 26 

Political  activity ....  \26 


Property . 4 

Public  works . 7 

Reclamation . . . 14 

Recreation . 17 

Reorganization . 23 

School  lunch . 1 

Shoreline  areas . 17 

Soviet  agriculture . 6 

Surplus  property . 27 

Tariffs . 12,25 

Textiles . 9 

Transportation. . 16 

Watersheds . 3 


HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  subcommittee  voted  to  report  bills\to  revise  school  lunch  fund 

apportionment  formula,  to /evise  extension  service  fundNapportionment  formula,  and 
provide  Federal-State  cooperation  in  administration  of  cektain  Federal  laws.  House 
committee  reported  publ/c  works  appropriation  bill.  Several  fteps.  debated  merits 
of  food  stamp  plan. 


SENATE 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  Agricultural  Research  and  General  Legislation  Subcommittee 

of  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee 
the  following  bills:  p.  D724 

Fb — R-; — H-66 5  ■,  with  amen dment ; — to  revise -frke—i £ orme La— f er— ap-por tinonl ng  cash 

aa-fij  stance  funds  among,  tha  St-ate-s  . .under- -the  National  Schoal.-Lu^ciu  Act. 

— 29-98-, — t-o-  amen4--the-Smith-Leve-r-Ac-t — so  as  to  --r-fevi^se--t-he--formu4a  -for  appor— 

fe-loning  funds  for  extension  work  among  the  States. 

S.  3475,  to  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  the  States  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal  laws,  including  laws  administered 

by  this  Department. _ _ _ _ - _ v 

t  ben.  wiley  urged  this  Department  to  prepare  a  simplified  handbook  of  farm 

laws  and  programs,  and  inserted  his  letter  to  Secretary  Freeman  on  the  proposal 
p.  15433  . 


2 


2. 


4. 


COMMUNICATIONS.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  11040,  the  communications  satellitj 
bill  (pp.  15383-416,  15433-5).  By  a  vote  of  63  to  27,  invoked  cloture  (tw<; 
thirds  of  the  Senators  present  and  voting  having  voted  in  the  affirmative) 
which  limits  further  debate  on  the  measure  to  not  to  exceed  one  hour  foy  each 
^Senator  (pp.  15383-99).  By  a  vote  of  74  to  15,  tabled  an  amendment  by/Sen. 

>rse  to  give  NASA  greater  jurisdiction  over  the  satellite  program  (op.  15400- 
0^.  By  a  vote  of  66  to  20,  tabled  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Gruening  t /  provide 
tha\the  satellite  corporation  shall  pay  a  royalty  fee  for  inventions  and 
other\technology  furnished  by  the  Government  and  that  the  resuLtsof  inven¬ 
tions  furnished  by  the  Government  shall  be  available  to  the  U. A.  or  any  de¬ 
signee  i\  the  form  of  a  nonexclusive  royalty-free  license  (pp/  15413-4). 


3.  WATERSHEDS.  \Both  Houses  received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  pl/ns  for  works  of 
improvement  on  the  following  watersheds:  Big  Wyacondah, /Iowa;  Lattas  Creek 
and  Stucker  Fork,  Ind. ;  Bee  Creek  and  Middle  Caney,  Kai/;  Big  Muddy  Creek,  Ky.; 
Bayou  Folse,  La\  Upper  Bogue  Phalia,  Miss.;  Big  Indian  Creek,  Nebr. ;  Lower 
Forest  River,  N.  Dak.;  Middle  Fork-Hood  River,  Ore. /and  Kaercher  Creek,  Pa. 
(to  Agriculture  Committees)  ;  Brandywine  Creek,  Demand  Pa.;  Twin  Caney,  Kan.f 
Sandy  Creek,  Pa. ;  anX Salando  Creek  and  Valley  Creek,  Tex.  (to  Public  Works 
Committees),  pp.  154l\,  15510  /  ^ 

PROPERTY;  CIVIL  DEFENSE,  feoth  Houses  recei ve/  from  HEW  a  report  on  personal 
and  real  property  disposed\f  to  public  health  and  educational  institutions 
and  civil  defense  organizations .  pp.  154/7,  15510 


5.  BUDGET.  Received  from  the  President  an/amendment  to  the  budget  for  fiscal  year 
1963  for  $20,206,000  for  the  General /Services  Administration  (S.  Doc.  120). 
p.  15417 


6.  SOVIET  AGRICULTURE.  Sen.  Goldwat^r  inserted  a  series  of  articles  by  an  Ariz. 
columnist  describing  life  in  Russia,  ina^uding  his  description  of  life  on 
state  and  collective  farms,  ipp .  15424-3^ 


HOUSE 


7.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  R.  12900,  the  public 
works  appropriation  b/Ll  for  1963  (H.  Rept.  2223A.  P*  15510 

Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  12870,  the  military  construction  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  1963/  pp.  15446-54 


8.  FOOD  STAMPS.  Rep.  Sullivan  and  Rep.  Bailey  commended  tn^food  stamp  program 
(pp.  15476-7)./  Rep.  Hall  criticized  the  program,  p.  154^7 


9.  TEXTILES.  Rep.  Hemphill  and  Rep.  Whitener  discussed  the  plight  of  the  textile 
industry  in  the  South,  pp.  15480-9,  15491-4 


10.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Johnson,  Wis.,  inserted  a  statement  of  the  National  Council 
of  Fatrner  Cooperatives  criticizing  the  CED  reporton  farm  policy  saving  it"is 
unrealistic  and  unacceptable  for  many  reasons."  pp.  15505-7 


11.  PERSONNEL.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  12180,  to  extend  for  a  ten^orary 
period  the  existing  provisions  of  law  relating  to  the  free  importation  o: 
personal  and  household  effects  brought  into  the  U.  S.  under  Government  orders. 
Senate  conferees  have  not  been  appointed,  pp.  15444-5 


12.  TARIFFS.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  10928,  to  transfer  casein 
or  lactarene  to  the  free  list  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930.  This  bill  will  now 
be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  15445 


87ih2sess  h#  12947 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

August  20, 1962 

Mr.  Quie  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States  in  administration 
and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal  laws. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  in  order  to  avoid  duplication  of  functions,  facilities,  and 

4  personnel,  and  to  attain  closer  coordination  and  greater  efiec- 

5  tiveness  and  economy  in  administration  of  Federal  and  State 

6  laws  and  regulations  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural 

7  products  and  to  the  control  or  eradication  of  plant  and 

8  animal  diseases  and  pests,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 

9  hereby  authorized,  in  the  administration  and  enforcement 

10  of  such  Federal  laws  within  his  area  of  responsibility,  when- 

11  ever  he  deems  it  feasible  and  in  the  public  interest,  to  enter 
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into  cooperative  arrangements  with  State  departments  of 
agriculture  and  other  State  agencies  charged  with  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  enforcement  of  such  State  laws  and  regula¬ 
tions  and  to  provide  that  any  such  State  agency  which  has 
adequate  facilities,  personnel,  and  procedures,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  may  assist  the  Secretary  in  the 
administration  and  enforcement  of  such  Federal  laws  and 
regulations  to  the  extent  and  in  the  manner  he  deems  appro¬ 
priate  in  the  public  interest. 

Further,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  coordinate  the 
administration  of  such  Federal  laws  and  regulations  with 
such  State  laws  and  regulations  wherever  feasible.  How¬ 
ever,  nothing  herein  shall  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  under  any  Federal  law,  or  any  authority 
to  cooperate  with  State  agencies  or  other  agencies  or  persons 
under  existing  provisions  of  law,  or  affect  any  restrictions 
of  law  upon  such  cooperation. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Rep.  Avery  objected  to  request  t\  appoint  conferees  on  farm  bill. 

House  passed  bill  to  extend  Internatio/al  WheafcsAgreement.  House  subcommittees 
yoted  to  report  bills  for  cooperation/with  StateVin  administration  of  Federal  laws, 
oh  increase  FHA  loan  limitation,  anq  for  lease  ano\transfer  of  tobacco  acreage 
allotments.  House  passed  bill  fo/housing  for  elderly  in  rural  areas.  Sen.  Morse 
^mmended  study  of  Federal  rangelands.  Sen.  HumphreyNexpressed  concern  over  eixects 
5  radioactive  fallout  on  milk /  Sen.  Wiley  urged  issuance  of  handbook  on  farm  laws. 
Senate  committee  voted  to  report  measure  for  designation  qf  National  School  lunch 
Week.  Senate  committee  reported  independent  offices  appropriation  bill.  Sen. 
Fulbright  introduced  and  discussed  bill  for  holding  World  Food  Congress. 


SENATE 

1,  FORESTRY.  Sen/  Morse  commended  the  joint  USDA-Interior  study  ofNj^ederal  .ange 
lands,  p.  ^o669 

SCHOOL  LUNCH.  The  Judiciary  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  re¬ 
port)  s/j.  Res.  211,  providing  for  the  designation  of  a  week  each  year  as 

National  School  Lunch  Week.  p.  D772 

3.  FARM''" PROGRAM »  Sen.  Wiley  renewed  his  request  for 

"Simplified  handbook  on  farm  laws  and  programs,"  and  inserted  a  letter  f r  _ 
JSDAon  the  problems  involved  in  preparation  of  such  a  handbook,  pp.  1*667-8 


-2- 


iiX^ULK.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  a  ban  on  the  testing  of  nuclear  weapons,  stated 
Last  week  dairy  farmers  in  Minn*  removed  their  cows  from  pasture  because  of 
^'iting  accumulation  of  radioactive  iodine  131  in  local  milk  supplies,  an'* 
;ed  an  article,  "  Minnesota  Acts  on  Iodine  in  Milk."  pp.  167U1-7  / 


that 


me 


in- 


sen 


5.  INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  The  Appropriations  Committee  re- 
ported  with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R.  12711  (S.  Rept.  1923)  •  p.  16655 


6.  BUILDINGS.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  11880, 

to  authorize' additional  appropriations  for  the  acquisition  of  sites  and  building 
in  foreign  countries  for  use  by  U.  S*  personnel  (S.  Rept.  1 9%o) •  p.  16655 

7.  TAXATION.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  10650,  the  proposed  Revenue  Act  of  1962.  pp 

16672-5,  16676-735,  \L67ii8-9 

Sens.  Gore,  Sparkiiian,  and  Cannon  submitted  amendments  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  to  this  bill,  p/  16657 


8.  TRANSPORTATION.  Sen.  Kefairver  stated  that  current  proposals  for  railroad  merger 

is  "one  of  the  broadest  ana' boldest  attempts  at  economic  concentration  in  the  * 
history  of  our  Nation."  pp.  1,6735-Uo 

9.  EDUCATION;  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Proxmire  expressed  concern  over  the  decrease  in 

college  graduates  in  the  field  of 'Engineering  and  inserted  an  article,  "Govern¬ 
ment,  Profession  Seek  Reasons  for  Dbpp  in  Student  Enrollments."  pp.  16658-60 


10.  WEATHER.  Both  Houses  received  fror^theNPresident  the  National  Science  Foundatior 
report  on  weather  modification  for  fisca\year  1961  (H.  Doc.  53U).  pp.  l665U> 
16637 


11.  FEDERAL  REGISTER.  Both  Houses  received  from  G§A  a  proposed  bill  "to  amend  furthe 
section  11  of  the  Federal  Register  Act,  as  amended";  to  S,  Government  Operations 
and  H.  Judiciary  Committees,  pp.  16652,  16655 


12,  ECONOMY.  Sen.  Proxmire  compared  the  growth  of  our  economy  with  those  of  certain 

European  countries  and  inserted  an  article,  "Myrdal  C^lls  United  States  Stagnai^ 
Economy."  p.  l665f 

13,  ELECTRIFICATION/  Sen.  Metcalf  termed  "grossly  misleading  stad  erroneous"  a  leaf-*. 

let  of  the  Mont.  Power  Cn.  "purporting  to  show  that  the  proposed  Knowles  multi¬ 
purpose  project  on  the  Flathead  River  is  economically  unsouno/'  and  inserted 
figures  to  support  his  position,  pp.  16661-U 


HOUSE 


llu  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Avery  objected  to  a  unanimous  consent  request  by  R^p.  Cooley 
o  send  H.  R.  12391,  the  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  to\?onfer- 
ence.  p,  l66l5 


WHEAT.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  S.  3E>7U,  to  extend  the  Internationa; 
Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  19U9  so  as  to  extend  the  authority  granted  under  the  aqt 
to  cover  any  new  or  revised  wheat  agreement.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
President,  pp.  16632-5 


the 


16.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  The  Subcommittee  on  Departmental  Oversight  of  the 
Agriculture  Committee  votfed  to  report  to  the  full  committee  with  amendments 
H.  R.  12802,  to  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States  in  administration 
and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal  laws.  p.  D773 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  vot/i  to  reponr- bills  for  revised  apportionment  of 

school  lunch  and  extension  work/unds,  expanded  forestry  research,  land  develop¬ 
ment  program  in  Alaska,  and  cooperation  with  States  in  administration  of  agricul¬ 
tural  laws.  Senate  committ e/reported  roads  biliN.  Sen.  Neuberger  urged  removal 
of  Jones  Act  restrictions  o / lumber  shipments  to  Fbi^rto  Rico.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged 
discontinuance  of  administrative  budget. 


SENATE 


1.  AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY  COMMITTEE.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry^Committee 

voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  without  amendment  S-r~2B05-y -to 

aso-vide — e-£— — land  development  in  Alaska-;  S-.  858  9y- 

 .  ,  ,  ,  rTcTTi 7Z  r\ £ 


y£ — certain — land9 — in  Wright  County-,  Hin-ft 


authorizing  acquiaition  of  certain  lands  in  Wright  County exchange- 
— State — owned- lands — in  Superior- National  Forest ;  S.  3475,  to  provide  furt  er 
cooperation  with  the  States  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  cer^  ^ 
Federal  law's;  #H.  R.  9728  ,  authorising  an  increase  from  $2,5  million  to  95  mil¬ 
lion  the"armual  appropriation  under  the  Cooperative  Forest  Management  Act; 

H.  e/  12589,  to  revise  the  formula  for  the  distribution  of  Federal\funds  for 
ag/lcultural  extension  work;  with  amendment  H.  R.  12688,  authorizing^coopera- 
on  with  and  encouragement  of  the  States  in  carrying  out  programs  of\forestry 
-esearch;  and  H.  R.  11665,  to  revise  the  formula  for  the  apportionments, among 
the  States  of  funds  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  p.  D808 


INTERIOR  AND  INSULAR  AFFAIRS  COMMITTEE.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  CoV 
mittee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  S.  3335,  changing  the 
name  of  Big  Hole  Battlefield  National  Monument  to  Big  Hole  National  Battle- 


field,  and  acquiring  additional  land  therefor  (amended);  S.  3530,  authorizing 
acquisition  of  land  along  the  Delaware  River  for  the  creation  of  Tocks  Isl 
National  Recreation  Area  (amended);  S.  3160,  to  amend  the  act  concerning 
stead  entry  on  land  containing  coal,  oil,  and  gas  so  as  to  extend  its  preci¬ 


sions  to  the  towns ite  laws  applicable  in  Alaska  (amended);  S.  J.  Res.  I96,  to 
determine  the  susceptibility  of  minerals  to  electrometallurgical  processes 
(amended);  H.  R.  9280,  to  give  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  discretionary 
authority  to  sell  certain  mineral  and  vegetative  materials  on  public  lands  by 
negotiation  rather  than  by  competitive  bid  when  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
Governmem:;  H.  R.  10540,  to  make  deposits  of  petrified  wood  disposable  under 
the  Materials  Act;  and  H.  R.  11164,  to  approve  an  amendatory  repayment  con¬ 
tract  negotiated  with  the  Quincy  Columbia  Basis  Irrigation  ^strict.  p.  D809 


3.  ROADS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  12135;  the 
proposed  FederalkAid  Highway  Act  of  1962,  which  includes  authorizations  for 
forest  highways  ara^  forest  development  roads  and  trails  (S.  Rept.  1997)* 
p.  17^25 


nber  is  now  being  shipped  to 


4.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Neubergek  stated  that  no  domestic 
Puerto  Rico  because  of  certain  restrictions  of  Vhe 
tended  to  propose  an  amendment  to  the  foreign /trade  bill  to  permit  the  Secre 
tary  of  Commerce  to  waive  J^nes  Act  requirenj^nts  with  respect  to  such  lumber 
shipments  to  Puerto  Rico.  p\  17427 


( 


Jones  Act  and  that  she  in-  ^ 


5.  BUDGET.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  thatNfche  present  administrative  budget  be  replaced 
by  two  budgets,  "the  current  budget  cohered  by  current  revenues,  and  the  capi¬ 
tal  budget  financed  largely  by  borrowings  backed  up  by  capital  assets  and  by 
earnings  from  these  projects,"  and /Seated  that  "until  we  scrap  the  obsolete 
accounting  procedures  of  the  Federal  administrative  budget,  we  will  be  unable 
to  create  the  dynamism  which  onq/has  a\ight  to  expect  from  the  leader  of  the 
free  world."  pp.  17557-8 


6.  TAXATION.  Continued  debate  atfi  H.  R.  IO65O,  the  proposed  Revenue  Act  of  1962 

(pp.  17425-7;  17^40-556)  ./Agreed  to  a  unanimous  -consent  agreement  that,  C 

effective  Thurs.,  Sept.  6,  further  debate  on  the  bill  will  be  limited  to  four 
hours  (p.  17518).  Sen /'McCarthy  inserted  a  statement  to  clarify  the  tax  status 
of  farmers*  cooperati/es  after  Sen.  Kerr  assured  Am  that  "I  have  a  positive  ^ 
conviction  that  nothing in  the  bill  would  lose  to  aX^ooperative  any  tax-exempt 
status  it  now  has  jmder  existing  law"  (p.  17551). 


Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  Reported  without  amend- 
,  to  authorize  construction  of  the  upper  di\j.sion  of  the  Baker 


7.  RECLAMATION.  T 
ment  H.  R.  57 

reclamation  project,  Ore.  (S.  Rept.  1996), 


p.  17425 


8.  APPROPRIATIONS .  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  a  subcommittee  '^f  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  "marked  up  and  agreed  to  report  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Public 
Works  /Proposed  funds  for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  and  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  embodied  in  H.  R.  12900,  fiscal  1963  appropriations  for  public  works, 
p.  Pfo08 


9.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen. Neuberger  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be  propc 
to  H.  R.  11970,  the  foreign  trade  bill.  p.  17425 


5ed 


FORESTRY;  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  his  speech  at  the  Western 
States  Democratic  Conference  at  Seattle,  Wash.,  on  Aug.  5;  in  which  he  dis¬ 
cusses  legislation  relating  to  forestry,  natural  resource  development,  and 
other  subjects,  pp.  17569-7° 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  reported  bills  'ior  revised  apportionment  of  school 

lunch  and  extension  work  funds,  expanded  forestry  research,  land  development  pro¬ 
gram  in  Alaska,  and  cooperation  with  States  in  administration  of  agricultural  laws. 
.Senate  debated  public  works  acceleration  bill.  Sdn.  Tower  commended  Sen.  Mundt  s 
)role  in  Estes  investigation.  /Sen.  Humphrey  commended  shipment  of  surplus  food 
to  Iran. 


SENATE 


V 


1.  THE  AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY  COMMITTEE  reported  the  following  bills:  p.- .-1-7722- 
«  H.  R.  9728,  without  ^on^nf  t  t-n.... amend  .tha-Cooper at ive-Fo-re at  Management  Act 
so  as  to  t-ho  appropr iation  author4-&atLon-f r-om  $-2.5 -mi llion  to  $5  mil- 

*iion  C&v — Reptr— 2012)  f- 

C  R,  1 2&&&,-~with  ~  amen droenta ,  ~ Lo-authorXae— the  -Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
encourage  and  aooiot  the  StQtoo  in--nnF*yirtS  n  program-o-f  forestry  research 

.  S;-  3589 ,  without  amcndmenfe-j -to  authorie-e-the—Saerefeary  of  Agriculture  to 

acquire- certain  lands — in  Wright — Co.  ,  Minn.--j  anrd~ex change- -them  with  Minn,  for 
lands  in  the  Superior  National  Forest  (S.  Rcyl.  20 1 Q. 

S.  3475,  without  amendment,  to  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States 
in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  certain  laws  relating  to  agriculture 

( S .  Re pt .  2018). -  - - r 

- 5.  2805,  without  amendment,  to  provide  assistance  for  a  program  ot 

tural  land  development  in  Alaska  (S.  Rept.  2014). 


-  2  - 


H.  R.  11665,  with  amendments,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash 
assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  School  Lunch  Act  (S.  Rept.  2016). 

H.R.  12589,  without  amendment,  to  revise  the  formula  for  the  distribution 
^of  any  additional  Federal  funds  for  agricultural  extension  work  and  to  provide 
tor  quarterly  (rather  than  annual)  payments  to  States  for  extension  work 
Rlct.  2015). 


'the 


2.  FUBLI&  WORKS .  Began  consideration  of  the  House  amendments  to  S.  2965, 
publicWorks  acceleration  bill.  pp.  17775-9*  17783-7 

SensACooper  and  Miller  submitted  amendments  intended  to  be  proposed  to  this 
bill,  S.^65.  p.  17723,  17783-7 


3.  ESTES  INVESTIGATION .  Sen.  Tower  commended  Sen.  Wundt' s  role 
tion  of  the  Estes  and  other  cases  and  inserted  an  article,  "* 
and  Bad  Guys."\r)p.  17729-30 


in  the  investiga* 
idt  Sorts  Good 


4.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Yarborough  urged  greater  use  of  public  Idnds,  including  forest 
lands,  for  hunting /fishing,  and  other  forms  of  recreation,  and  inserted  an 
article,  "Public  Hunting  in  America."  pp.  17757-60 /  ^ 

Sen.  Morse  stated  that  "great  savings  can  be  achieved  in  school  construc¬ 
tion"  through  the  use  ofSwood  and  urged  greater  use  of  timber  for  this  purpose, 
pp.  17779-81  \  /'  { 


5.  PERSONNEL.  At  the  request  of>6en.  Russell,  /Defense  Department  proposal  to 
exempt  certain  Reserve  officer^  of  the  Army  or  Air  Force  from  the  dual  com¬ 
pensation  restrictions  of  the  Economy  Acl/was  rereferred  from  the  Armed  Ser¬ 
vices  Committee  to  the  Post  Officb  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  p.  17723 


FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Sen.  Smith,  Maine , /nserted  a  thesis,  "The  United  States 
Versus  the  Sino-Soviet  Bloc  in  Latin  Africa,"  including  a  discussion  of  econo¬ 
mic  aid  and  foreign  trade  programs.  ppV  17723-9 


7.  ALASKA.  Sen.  Gruening  inserted/an  article ,V Alaska :  Last  Frontier,"  including 
a  discussion  of  the  natural  Resources  of  Alaska,  pp.  17739-^2 

Sen.  Gruening  praised  th4  Matanuska  ValleySin  Alaska  as  "the  backbone  of 
the  State's  agricultural  Economy,"  and  inserted/an  editorial,  "They  Tamed  the  * 
Wilds  to  Make  a  Farmland^"  pp.  17796-7 


8.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  /APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Pasb^d  as  reported  this  bill, 
H.  R.  12870.  Conferees  were  appointed,  pp.  17760-72 


9.  LAND:  Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  8355*  to  authorize  executive  agencies  to 

grant  easement sr  in,  over,  or  upon  real  property  of  the  U.\>.  under  the  control 
of  such  agencies,  pp.  17774-5 


10.  TRANSPORTATION.  Sen.  Mundt  criticized  a  strike  by  the  Railway  '^telegraphers 
against  tne  Chicago  &  North  Western  Railroad  and  inserted  an  aru/cle  stating 
the  strike  was  holding  up  grain  shipments,  pp.  17788-91 


11.  COPYRIGHTS* —  Passed  without  amendment  H.  J.  Res.  627,  extending  the  deration  of 
co*4yright  protection  in  certain  cases.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to\he 
resident,  p.  17792 


12/  SURPLUS  FOOD.  Sen.  Humphrey  commended  Government  action  to  give  surplus  fo? 
to  Iran  following  the  recent  earthquake  disaster,  pp.  17792-3 


13.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Gruening  urged  Congressional  approval  of  the  Rampart  Dam 
in  Alaska  and  inserted  an  editorial,  "Rampart:  An  Essential  of  the  Moment." 
PP.  17797-8 
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September  7,  1962. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Talmadge,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  3475] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  3475)  to  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States  in 
administration  and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal  laws,  having  con¬ 
sidered  the  same,  report  thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it  do 
pass  without  amendment. 

This  bill  provides  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  with 
State  agencies  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  Federal  laws 
and  regulations  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural  products  and 
to  the  control  or  eradication  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pests. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  bill,  the  Secretary  may  enter  into  cooperative 
agreements  with  State  departments  of  agriculture  or  other  State 
agencies  whenever  he  determines  it  feasible  and  in  the  public  interest. 
Such  cooperation  is  designed  to  avoid  duplication  of  functions, 
facilities,  and  personnel,  and  attain  closer  coordination  and  greater 
effectiveness  and  economy  in  the  administration  of  Federal  and  State 

2ws. 

S.  3475  does  not  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
id  would  clarify  and  reemphasize  a  longstanding  intent  of  Congress. 
While  many  of  the  statutes  on  marketing  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  control  and  eradication  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pests 
presently  provide  for  cooperation  with  the  States,  others  are  silent  on 
the  subject  and  some  impose  restrictions  on  such  cooperative  admin¬ 
istration.  The  bill  would  provide  a  common  authority  for  cooperation 
with  the  States  in  the  specified  fields.  The  report  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  favoring  enactment  of  the  bill,  is  attached 
herewith. 


85006 


2  COOPERATION  WITH  STATES  IN  ADMINISTERING  FEDERAL  LAWS 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  8,  1962. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  June  28, 
1962,  requesting  a  report  on  S.  3475,  a  bill  to  provide  further  for 
cooperation  with  States  in  administration  and  enforcement  of  certain 
Federal  laws. 

The  bill  would  provide  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate 
with  State  agencies  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  Federal 
laws  and  regulations  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural  products 
and  to  the  control  or  eradication  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pests. 

This  Department  is  favorable  to  the  enactment  of  this  bill,  because 
it  will  clarify  and  reemphasize  the  intent  of  Congress  on  the  subject 
expressed  in  many  Federal  statutes  enacted  over  several  decades 
relating  to  these  programs  and  activities. 

Though  many  of  the  present  statutes  now  authorize  cooperation 
with  States,  there  are  some  which  impose  restrictions  on  these  coop¬ 
erative  activities  and  in  some  instances  the  statutes  are  silent  on  the 
subject  of  cooperation.  Even  in  such  latter  instances,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  has  assumed  that  its  general  authority  permitted  cooperation 
with  States  under  appropriate  circumstances  and  many  efforts  have 
been  made  to  do  so. 

The  enactment  of  S.  3475  would  facilitate  the  review  of  policies  and 
procedures  in  Federal -State  relationships.  The  Secretary  would 
continue  to  exercise  his  authority  to  provide  for  cooperation  with 
the  States  and  others  in  carrying  out  Department  programs  whenever 
he  finds  that  such  action  would  be  feasible  and  in  the  public  interest. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
presentation  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s 
program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary. 


87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1979 

S.  3475 

[Report  No.  2018] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  27, 1962 

Mr.  Talmadge  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Aiken)  introduced  the  following  bill; 
which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry 

September  7, 1962 

Reported  by  Mr.  Talmadge,  without  amendment 


A  BILL 

To  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States  in  administra¬ 
tion  and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal  laws. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  in  order  to  avoid  duplication  of  functions,  facilities, 

4  and  personnel,  and  to  attain  closer  coordination  and  greater 

5  effectiveness  and  economy  in  administration  of  Federal  and 

6  State  laws  and  regulations  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agri- 

7  cultural  products  and  to  the  control  or  eradication  of  plant 
3  and  animal  diseases  and  pests,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
^  hereby  authorized,  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of 

10  such  Federal  laws  within  his  area  of  responsibility,  whenever 

11  he  deems  it  feasible  and  in  the  public  interest,  to  enter  into 

I 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 


2 


cooperative  arrangements  with  State  departments  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  other  State  agencies  charged  with  the  admin¬ 
istration  and  enforcement  of  such  State  laws  and  regula¬ 
tions  and  to  provide  that  any  such  State  agency  which  has 
adequate  facilities,  personnel,  and  procedures,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  may  assist  the  Secretary  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  enforcement  of  such  Federal  laws  and  regulations 
to  the  extent  and  in  the  manner  he  deems  appropriate  in  the 
public  interest. 

Further,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  coordinate  the 
administration  of  such  Federal  laws  and  regulations  with 
such  State  laws  and  regulations  wherever  feasible.  How¬ 
ever,  nothing  herein  shall  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  under  any  Federal  law,  or  any  authority 
to  cooperate  with  State  agencies  or  other  agencies  or  persons 
under  existing  provisions  of  law,  or  affect  any  restrictions 
of  law  upon  such  cooperation. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  vote/  to  report  bills  to  increase  number  of  new  coun¬ 

ties  eligible  for  crop  insuranc^  further  restrict  interstate  movement  of  diseased 
livestock  and  poultry,  increas/ limitation  on  FH\loans  extend  time  for  leasing 
tobacco  allotments,  facilitat/  work  of  Forest  Service,  facilitate  USDA  administra 
tive  operations,  and  provide/cooperation  with  Stated  in  administration  of  agricul 
tural°lavs .  Conferee  sgran&id  permission  to  file  conference  report  on  USDAappro- 
priation  bill  by  midnight/  Sept.  12.  Senate  passed  bills  to:  Increase  authorize 
tion  for  Cooperative  Forest  Management  Act.  Provide  for\fooperation  with  States/n 
administration  of  agricultural  laws.  Senate  concurred  in 
expand  survey  of  fore/t  resources.  Sen.  Morse  discussed 
ministration  of  national  forests. 

HOUSE 


ouse  amendment  to  bill  to 
cent  criticisms  of  ad- 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM/  The  ’’Daily  Digest”  states  that  "Conferees  conejnued,  in  executive 

session,  t 6  resolve  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  Hbuse-passed  ver¬ 
sions  of/H.  R.  12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  196 \and  reached 
tentative  agreement  thereon,  and  will  meet  again  on  Friday,  September 
p.  D834 

2.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  conferees  were  granted  until  midnight  Wed.,  to  fi\e  a 

inference  report  on  H.  R.  12648,  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  for  19  . 

P#  Received  and  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  1287°,  the  miUtd^y 

construction  appropriation  bill  (H.  Rept.  235  ).  pp.  *  the  foreign 

The  Appropriations  Committee  was  granted  permission  to  report  the  foreign  ^ 

aid  appropriation  bill  on  Tues. ,  Sept.  18,  and  bring  it  to  the  floor  on  Th  ., 
Sept.  20.  p.  18132 


2 


3.  AGRICULTURE  COMMITTEE.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  2859,  to  amend  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act,  as  amendedf 
'  »ia  -erder—to— inerease— from  100  to  150  the  number  of  new  counties  in--whieh  crop- 
<4nsuranee-may  be-of fered  each  year-}  S.  312Q-,  togrant  the  Secretary  of  Aggi— 

♦  culture  additional  authority  to  permit  theinfeerstate-movement  of  certain — 


-Agriculture  to  sell  and  convey  certain  forest  -landa  in  Iowa;K»  -Rr  *12434 
^amended),  omnibus  bill  to  facilitate  tbe  work -of- -the- Forest  Service;— H-.  R? 
*265 3  ( amended) ,  to  amend  the  Consolidated  Farmer o  Homo  Administration  Act  of- 


d<96lin  order  to  increase  the  limitation  on  the  amount  of  loans -which  may  be 

insured  under  subt  it  le -A -of  such  Act-; -ft.-  R-.  12855  (amended),  relating  to  tho-- 

lease-and  transfer  of  tobacco-  acreage  allotments!  H*  R*  12811-  (amended), oaai- 

-bus-  bill  to  facilitate  the  work-  of— ^ the  Department-  of-  Agriculture^  H.  R.  12802, 
to  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States  in  administration  and  enforce- 

ment  of  certain  Federal  laws;  ^and-Sv  -3152  j  to  provide  ^or  the  nutritional - 

enrichment  and  salutary  packaging  of  rice  prior  to  it^6  distribution  under  cer¬ 


tain  Federal  programs,  including  the  national  school^ lunch  program.  The 


- r  -  -  O"  — I  —kkW  bUW  UUW^WUU*  o  VUVV/ A  AUilVit 

Committee  passed  ovek  without  prejudice  S.  3517,  earmark  Sec.  32  funds  to 


establish  and  carry  out  a  program  to  promote  the/flow  of  domestically  produced 
lumber  in  commerce;  and\S.  2121,  to  establish  Eederal  agricultural  services  tc 
Guam;  and  voted  to  accepc\Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  8520,  to  limit  financial^ 
and  technical  assistance  f^j:  drainage  of  certain  wetlands,  p.  D833 


4.  ROADS.  The  Public  Works  Commiotee  voted  t/o  report  (but  did  not  actually  report] 


S.  J,  Res.  137,  to  authorize  tnb  Secre 
Alaska,  to  undertake  studies  and\>urvj 
program  for  Alaska,  p.  D834 


(ry  of  Commerce,  in  cooperation  with 
rs  relative  to  a  highway  construction 


5.  MONOPOLIES.  The  Interstate  and  Fofeigl 
ment  H.  J.  Res.  636,  the  proposed  Quali 
p. 


18178 


Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amend- 
,y  Stabilization  Act  (H.  Rept.  2352). 


6.  LOBBYING.  Received  from  thy^Clerk  of  the  Ho^se  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate 
the  quarterly  reports  pursuant  to  the  Regulation  of  Lobbying  Act.  pp.  18180- 
211  ' 


SENATE 


.( 


7. 


Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  9728,  to  increase  the  amount  authoriz 
appropriated  to  carry  out  the  Cooperative  Forest  Management  Act  from 
$5  million.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent\o  the  President. 


/ 


FORESTRY, 
ed  to  be 
$2.5  million  t 
pp.  18071-2 

Passed  without  amendment  S.  3589,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  acquire' certain  lands  in  Wright  County,  Minn.,  and  exchange  them  with  Minn, 
for  Statjs'-owned  lands  in  the  Superior  National  Forest,  p.  180\2 

Concurred  in  the  House  amendment  to  S.  3064,  to  increase  the'authorization 
for  tj*e  national  survey  of  forest  resources  from  $1.5  to  $2.5  million  annually 
This/bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  18073 

Passed  with  amendment  S.  3335,  to  revise  the  boundaries  of  the  Bik  Hole 
Battlefield  National  Monument,  Mont.,  including  the  transfer  of  land  f*om  the 
Beaverhead  National  Forest  to  the  Monument,  p.  18073 

Sen.  Morse  discussed  recent  criticism  of  the  administation  of  the  nat^nal 
forests  and  stated  that  "Secretary  Freeman  is  now  addressing  himself  to  th 
problem"  and  that  "These  times  require  a  reassessment  of  procedures,  a  re  ana 
sis  of  attitudes,  the  communication  of  ideas,  but  most  of  all  an  improvement 
in  performance."  pp.  18106-7 
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8.  COOPERATION.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3475,  to  provide  for  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  cooperate  with  State  agencies  in  the  administration  and  enforce¬ 
ment  of  Federal  laws  and  regulations  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural 
products  and  to  the  control  or  eradication  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and 
pests,  p.  18072  , 


9.  PERS6NNEL;  IMPORTS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  12180,  to  extend  for  a 
temporary  period  the  existing  provisions  of  law  permitting  the  £ree  importa¬ 
tion  orvpersonal  and  household  effects  brought  into  the  U.  S.  under  Government 
orders.  \J3ouse  conferees  have  already  been  appointed,  p.  18101 


10.  YOUTH  CONSERVATION  CORPS.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  adoption  of  A  program  of  physi¬ 
cal  fitness  ror  youth  and  adults,  including  enactment  of/legislation  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  establishment  of  a  Youth  Conservation  Corns,  pp.  18030-5 


11.  INFORMATION.  Sen.  MiTler  inserted  an  article  discu/sing  the  book,  "Washington 
Cover-Up."  pertaining^ to  the  executive  privilegeyin  withholding  information 
from  Congress.  ppv*  1S5i73t4 


12.  VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION.  Both  Houses  received  f/om  HEW  a  proposed  bill  "to  in¬ 
clude  in  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of  19h6,  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation 
Act,  or  other  law,  certain  authority  relating  to  the  Office  of  Education  or 
to  the  vocational  rehabilitation  functions  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  which  is  now  included  annually  in  appropriation  acts"; 
to  H.  Education  and  Labor  and  S.  \abyr  and  Public  Welfare  Committees,  pp. 
18050,  13177 


13.  COTTON;  ESTES.  The  Rules  and  Acmlni station  Committee  reported  a  resolution 

to  authorize  the  printing  of  a^uitionalNcopies  of  the  hearings  on  "Department 
of  Agriculture  handling  of  pooled  cotton\llotments  of  Billie  Sol  Estes." 
p.  18052 


14.  ECONOMICS;  EMPLOYMENT.  TJ/e  Rules  and  Administisation  Committee  reported  a 

resolution  to  authorize/ the  printing  of  additional  copies  of  Joint  Economic 
Committee  hearings,  "^ate  of  the  Economy  and  Pofixies  for  Full  Employment," 
pp.  18051-2 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


15,  WATER  RESOURCES/  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Aspinall  inserting  a  speech  by 
Rep.  Rogers  Which  discusses  the  Federal-State  conflict  ovek  water  resources 
and  recommends  a  Congressional  solution,  pp.  A6747-50 


16.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Moore  criticizing  f'he  foreign 

trade  Bill  and  inserting  a  television  speech  which  charges  that  S.  trade 
will/iose  its  sovereignty,  pp.  A6758-60 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


17. 


)REIGN  TRADE.  H.  R.  13117,  by  Rep.  Lennon,  to  provide  for  import  fees  on 
cotton  products  during  periods  the  United  States  is  subsidizing  the  export  of 
cotton;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 

H.  J.  Res.  882,  by  Rep.  Lennon,  to  limit  the  importation  of  cotton- products 


to  the  amount  thereof  imported  in  1961;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 


-  4  - 


PRINTED  HEARINGS  RECEIVED  IN  THIS  OFFICE 


L8.  ECONOMICS.  Inventory  fluctuations  and  economic  stabilization.  Joint  EqPnomic 
Committee. 


0 


COMMITTEE 


BRINGS  SEPTEMBER  13: 


Agricultural  appropriation  bill,  conferees  (exec). 

Estes  investigation,  S.  Gov't  Operations. 

Foreign  trade  bilk  S.  Finance  (exec). 

Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act  amendments  re  fees^/hearings,  etc., 
conferees  (execk  / 

Free  importation  of  wobl  for  polishing  felts,  natural  grasses,  baling  wire,  and 
nicotine  sulphate  and  alkaloid,  H.  Ways  and  Means/(exec)  (Vining,  FAS,  to 
answer  questions) .  \  / 

Housing  for  elderly  in  rural  areas,  S.  Banking  and /Currency  (exec). 


oOo 


1962 
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Orleans,  La.,  Biloxi,  Miss.,  and  Corpus  Christi, 
Tex.,  were  paid  such  allowances  from  July  1, 
1958,  to  May  23,  1961.  Payments  were  made 
pecause  of  the  opinion  of  the  commander  of 
'  ae  8th  Coast  Guard  District,  that,  under 
tnW  circumstances  described  below,  Govern¬ 
ment  mess  facilities  were  not  reasonably 
available  to  his  men.  This  decision,  which 
was  made  in  good  faith,  with  no  suggestion 
of  fraucNpr  collusion,  went  unquestioned  for 
6  years. 

“This  cohimittee  is  advised  that  the  de¬ 
tachments  iWolved  are  important  compo¬ 
nents  of  a  tightly  integrated  air-sea  rescue 
net  maintained^ on  the  gulf  coast  by  the 
Coast  Guard  whibh  are  kept  in  an  extremely 
high  state  of  operational  readiness.  They 
routinely  launch  fully  manned  and  equipped 
aircraft  within  minutes  of  a  call.  These 
detachments  do  not  h\ve  general  mess  fa¬ 
cilities  of  their  own.  The  units  involved 
were  located  within  lirnitk  of  other  services 
which  provide  general  meks  facilities  and 
Which  could  be  used  by  Coast-Guard  enlisted 
personnel  under  interservice  \greements. 

“The  commander’s  decision  that  such  serv¬ 
ices  were  not  reasonably  availabl\was  made 
on  the  basis  that  subsistence  allowances 
permitted  the  necessary  facilities  of  other 
services  would  have  required  the  men  to 
change  uniforms  before  each  meal,  travel 
one-quarter  to  1  mile  from  their  work,  clsh- 
form  to  meal  schedules  and  "buck”  chowr 
lines.  By  authorizing  subsistence  allow\ 
ances,  the  men  brought  meals  from  home 
or  purchased  them  locally,  usually  from 
vending  machines  near  the  job,  which  re¬ 
sulted  in  less  lost  time  from  work  and  im¬ 
mediate  availability  for  rescue  calls.  On 
these  facts,  this  committee  agrees  that  it 
is  clear  that  the  commander  based  his  deci¬ 
sion  on  operational  needs  for  justifiable 
reasons. 

“In  the  spring  of  1931,  a  General  Account¬ 
ing  Office  auditing  team  questioned  the  pay¬ 
ments  and  the  Comptroller  General,  by  rul¬ 
ing  B-146491,  issued  F:bruary  16,  1962, 

approved  the  invalidation  of  payments  made 
from  July  1,  1958.  In  the  absence  of  legis¬ 
lative  relief,  repayments  of  6100,177.07  must 
be  made  to  the  Government  by  enlisted  men. 

The  Comptroller  General  based  his  deci¬ 
sion  on  a  provision  of  the  Career  Compensa¬ 
tion  Act  which  provides  that  rations  in  kind 
are  to  be  deemed  available  if  a  general  mess 
is  maintained  "at  the  activity  where  the  en¬ 
listed  men  are  serving,  or  within  a  reason¬ 
able  distance  thereof.”  Literal  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  this  provision,  using  only  the  factor/ 
of  distance,  supports  the  view  of  the  Genera 
Accounting  Office,  but  entirely  overlooks  the 
need  for  immediate  availability  of  -Use se 
rescue  crews  on  which  the  commanded  de¬ 
cision  was  founded. 

“Such  an  approach  actually  failed'' to  take 
into  account  the  practical  considerations 
surrounding  the  Coast  Guard  decision,  for 
it  would  be  an  unwarranted  hardship  to  re¬ 
quire  enlisted  men  who  hac/ no  reason  to 
question  the  commander’s Xlecision  which 
they  accepted  in  good  faitfi  to  make  repay¬ 
ment  for  rations  they  revived  back  to  July 
1,  1958,  in  lieu  of  Government  rations  never 
furnished.  They  wc/ld  be  penalized,  be¬ 
cause  of  an  error  of /technical  interpretation 
beyond  their  con/ol.  The  error  has  now 
been  corrected  Ijy  terminating  subsistence 
payments. 

“This  comn/ttee  has  considered  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  2,  which  would  make  it 
possible  ioy  the  Comptroller  General  to  re¬ 
lieve  certifying  officers  of  the  Coast  Guard 
in  connection  with  the  payments  referred 
to  in  i/e  bill.  Obviously,  the  payments  were 
certified  on  the  basis  of  a  determination  of 
the/military  commander  that  no  Govern- 
it  mess  was  available  to  the  personnel  of 
ie  units  concerned.  In  each  instance, 
('this  determination  was  made  on  the  basis  of 
the  particular  military  mission  of  the  units 
and  their  required  high  state  of  operational 


readiness.  Under  these  circumstances,  this 
committee  feels  that  the  relief  provided  for 
in  section  2  is  clearly  justified.” 

The  committee  believes  that  the  bill  is 
meritorious  and  recommends  it  favorably. 

Attached  and  made  a  part  of  this  report 
is  a  letter,  dated  June  28,  1962,  from  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  to  the  Honorable 
John  W.  McCormack,  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives. 


YU  SUI  WING 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  3282)  for  the  relief  of  Yu  Sui 
Wing,  also  known  as  Yee  Shui  Ling 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary,  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  in  line  4,  after  the  word  “Act”,  to 
strike  out  “Yu  Sui  Wing”  and  insert  “Yu 
Sui  Ling”;  so  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  for  the 
purpose  of  sections  101(a)  (27)  (A)  and  205 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act,  Yu 
Sui  Ling,  also  known  as  Yee  Shui  Ling,  shalj, 
be  held  and  considered  to  be  the  natura 
born  minor  alien  child  of  Yee  Ngon  Ta 
citizen  of  the  United  States:  Provided,  yPhat 
no  natural  parent  of  the  beneficiary,  by  vir¬ 
tue  of  such  parentage,  shall  be  accorded  any 
^right,  privilege,  or  status  under  t fie  Immi- 
jration  and  Nationality  Act. 

’he  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
le  bill  was  ordered  to/be  engrossed 
for  a\hird  reading,  read/ilie  third  time, 
and  paissed. 

The  title  was  amended,  so  as  to  read: 
“A  bill  for\the  relief/of  Yu  Sui  Ling,  also 
known  as  Vee.  Shjn  Ling.” 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimouamonsent  to  have  printed 
in  the  RECORi/an  excerpt  from  the  re¬ 
port  (No.  2010)  \explaining  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  bill. 

There  Meing  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  primed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

AMENDMENTS 

In  line  4,  change  the  Aqme  “Yu  Sui 
fng”  to  read  “Yu  Sui  Ling.” 

2.  Amend  the  title  of  the  biN  so  as  to 
'read:  “A  bill  for  the  relief  of  YuNjui  Ling, 
also  known  as  Yee  Shui  Ling.” 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  BILL 

The  purpose  of  the  bill,  as  amended, N  to 
deem  Yu  Sui  Ling,  also  known  as  Yee  SP 
Ling,  to  be  the  natural-born  minor  alieYi 
child  of  her  stepfather,  a  citizen  of  theN 
United  States.  The  bill  has  been  amended 
to  correct  the  spelling  of  the  beneficiary’s 
name. 

STATEMENT  OF  FACTS 

The  beneficiary  of  the  bill  is  a  21-year-old 
native  and  citizen  of  China,  born  out  of  wed¬ 
lock,  who  has  resided  in  Hong  Kong  since 
1951.  Her  putative  mother,  a  lawful  per¬ 
manent  resident  of  the  United  State  since 
1950,  and  her  stepfather,  a  U.S.  citizen,  are 
the  sponsors  of  the  bill,  having  been  support¬ 
ing  her  since  1951  after  her  adoptive  par¬ 
ents  were  killed  in  China.  The  records  of 
the  beneficiary’s  birth  are  not  available  be¬ 
cause  it  occurred  in  Communist  held  terri¬ 
tory.  Her  mother  and  stepfather  reside  in 
Phoenix,  Ariz.,  where  they  operate  a  food 
market. 


DR.  HASSEN  M.  NOURI 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  3452)  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Has- 
sen  M.  Nouri,  which  had  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 


with  an  amend:  ,ent,  in  line  4,  after /he 
word  “Doctor”,  to  strike  out  “Ha/sen” 
and  insert  “Hassan”;  so  as  to  m&ke  the 
bill  read : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  aiyd  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  Unite/  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Immigration  and  Na¬ 
tionality  Act,  Doctor  Hassafi  M.  Nouri  shall 
be  held  and  considered  Vo  have  been  law¬ 
fully  admitted  to  the  United  States  for  per¬ 
manent  residence  on  July  3,  1957. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

The  title/vas  amended,  so  as  to  read: 
“A  bill  fo/  the  relief  of  Doctor  Hassan 
M.  Nourjc’ 

Mr.  JVtANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  Hie  Record  an  excerpt  from  the  report 
(No.  2011),  explaining  the  purposes  of 
jme  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  BILL 

The  purpose  of  the  bill,  as  amended,  is  to 
grant  the  status  of  permanent  residence  in 
the  United  States  to  Dr.  Hassan  M.  Nouri 
as  of  July  3,  1957,  the  date  he  was  first  ad¬ 
mitted  to  the  United  States.  The  purpose 
of  the  amendments  is  to  correct  the  spelling 
of  the  beneficiary’s  name. 

STATEMENT  OF  FACTS 

The  beneficiary  of  the  bill  is  a  30-year-old 
native  and  citizen  of  Syria,  who  entered  the 
United  States  on  July  3,  1957,  as  an  exchange 
visitor.  He  was  granted  a  waiver  of  the  2- 
year  foreign  residence  requirement  on  April 
4,  1962,  and  his  status  was  adjusted  to  that 
of  permanent  residence  on  April  16,  1962.  He 
is  married  to  a  U.S.  citizen  and  resides  with 
his  wife  and  two  citizen  children  in  St.  Louis, 
Mo.  He  is  employed  as  resident  physician 
at  City  Hospital  there.  He  has  agreed  to 
accept  an  appointment  to  the  full-time  staff 
at  the  hospital  and  it  is  stated  that  in  order 
to  be  completely  effective  in  this  position,  it 
is  necessary  for  him  to  be  licensed  to  practice 
in  Missouri.  He  cannot  obtain  such  license 
until  he  has  acquired  U.S.  citizenship. 


COOPERATIVE  FOREST  MANAGE¬ 
MENT  ACT 

The  bill  (H.R.  9728)  to  amend  the 
Cooperative  Forest  Management  Act  was 
considered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading, 
;ead  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

Ir.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
as&Nunanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  tn^REcoRD  an  excerpt  from  the  report 
(No.  2012),  explaining  the  purposes  of 
the  billS 

There  fteing  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  orderea/o  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forest¬ 
ry,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (H.R.  9728) , 
to  amend  the  Cooperative  Forest  Manage¬ 
ment  Act,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it  do 
pass  without  amendment. 

This  bill  increases  the  amount  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  carry \mt  the  Coopera¬ 
tive  Forest  Management  Acr\from  $2.5  mil¬ 
lion  to  $5  million.  That  act  'm-ovides  for  a 
cooperative  program  with  the  States  under 
which  technical  assistance  is  furnished  to 
small  forest  and  woodlot  owners.  \Amounts 
paid  to  States  are  required  to  be  matched  by 
the  States. 
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ie  attached  report  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  favoring  enactment  of  the 
bill  skts  out  the  need  for  this  legislation. 


SUPERIOR  NATIONAL  FOREST, 
MINN. 

The  bill  (Sy3589)  to  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agiu^ulture  to  acquire  certain 
lands  in  Wright  County,  Minn.,  and 
exchange  them  with  the  State  of  Min¬ 
nesota  for  State-owned  lands  in  the 
Superior  National  Eorest,  and  for  other 
purposes  was  consideted,  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  a\follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Seiipte  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  Unhpd  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,^ hat,  upon 
the  application  by  the  State  of  ‘Minnesota 
and  the  agreement  by  the  State  to  exchange 
for  such  lands  State-owned  lands  Shi  the 
Superior  National  Forest,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  authorized  to  acquire  not  to 
exceed  one  thousand  acres  in  sections  3\4, 
9,  and  10,  township  121  north,  range  26  wes1 
in  Wright  County,  Minnesota.  Upon  such* 
acquisition  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
authorized  to  exchange  such  lands  for  State- 
owned  lands  in  the  Superior  National  For¬ 
est  suitable  for  administration  as  a  part 
thereof  and  having  a  value  not  less  than 
that  of  the  lands  in  Wright  County  to  be 
exchanged  therefor  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  2.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  needed 
to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  an  excerpt  from  the  re¬ 
port  (No.  2017),  explaining  the  purposes 
of  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (S. 
3589)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  acquire  certain  lands  in  Wright 
County,  Minn.,  and  exchange  them  with  the 
State  of  Minnesota  for  State-owned  lands 
in  the  Superior  National  Forest,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same, 
report  thereon  with  a  recommendation  that 
it  do  pass  without  amendment. 

S.  3589  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  acquire  up  to  1,000  acres  in  cer¬ 
tain  townships  in  Wright  County,  Minn.,  and 
to  exchange  such  lands  with  the  State  of 
Minnesota  for  State-owned  lands  within 
Superior  National  Forest  of  at  least  e< 
value.  The  lands  would  not  be  purch; 
by  the  Secretary  unless  it  is  requests 
the  State  of  Minnesota,  and  acquisition 
must  be  preceded  by  an  agreement  with 
the  State  for  exchange  of  the  lands  so  pur¬ 
chased.  A  State  law  approved  id  1947  al¬ 
ready  provides  specifically  for  Jfie  proposed 
exchange. 

There  are  many  parcels  6i  State-owned 
land  intermingled  with  or  surrounded  by 
national  forest  lands,  and  Acquisition  of  some 
of  these  tracts  would  Aerve  to  consolidate 
the  national  forest,  tjfereby  allowing  more 
efficient  and  economical  administration.  The 
lands  proposed,  to  be  purchased  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  exchanged  with  the  State  are 
to  be  established/as  a  State  park. 

A  favorable/report  on  the  bill  from  the 
Department  pi  Agriculture  is  attached  here¬ 
to. 


FEDERAL  AND  STATE  LAWS  AND 
REGULATIONS  RELATING  TO  THE 

MARKETING  OF  AGRICULURAL 

PRODUCTS 

The  bill  (S.  3475)  to  provide  further 
for  cooperation  with  States  in  adminis¬ 
tration  and  enforcement  of  certain  Fed¬ 
eral  laws  was  considered,  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  ' 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  in; 
order  to  avoid  duplication  of  functions,  facil¬ 
ities,  and  personnel,  and  to  attain  closer  co¬ 
ordination  and  greater  effectiveness  and 
economy  in  administration  of  Federal  and 
State  laws  and  regulations  relating  to  the 
marketing  of  agricultural  products  and  to 
the  control  or  eradication  of  plant  and  ani¬ 
mal  diseases  and  pests,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  hereby  authorized,  in  the  admin- 
instration  and  enforcement  of  such  Federal 
laws  within  his  area  of  responsibility,  when¬ 
ever  he  deems  it  feasible  and  in  the  public 
interest,  to  enter  into  cooperative  arrange¬ 
ments  wtih  State  departments  of  agricul¬ 
ture  and  other  State  agencies  charged  with 
the  administration  and  enforcement  of  such 
State  laws  and  regulations  and  to  provide 
that  any  such  State  agency  which  has  ade¬ 
quate  facilities,  personnel,  and  procedures, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  may  assist 
the  Secretary  in  the  administration  and  en 
forcement  of  such  Federal  laws  and  regula¬ 
tions  to  the  extent  and  in  the  manner  he 
deems  appropriate  in  the  public  interest. 

Further,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
coordinate  the  administration  of  such  Fed¬ 
eral  laws  and  regulations  with  such  State 
laws  and  regulations  wherever  feasible. 
However,  nothing  herein  shall  affect  the  ju 
risdiction  of-  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  un¬ 
der  any  Federal  law,  or  any  authority  to  co¬ 
operate  with  State  agencies  or  other  agen¬ 
cies  or  persons  under  existing  provisions  of 
law,  or  affect  any  restrictions  of  law  upon 
such  cooperation. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  an  excerpt  from  the  report 
(No.  2018) ,  explaining  the  purposes  of 
the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For 
estry,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (S. 
3475)  to  provide  further  for  cooperation  with 
States  in  administration  and  enforcement  of 
certain  Federal  laws,  having  considered  the 
same,  report  thereon  with  a  recommenda 
tion  that  it  do  pass  without  amendment. 

This  bill  provides  for  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  cooperate  with  State  agencies 
in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of 
Federal  laws  and  regulations  relating  to  the 
marketing  of  agricultural  products  and  to 
the  control  or  eradication  of  plant  and  ani¬ 
mal  diseases  and  pests.  Under  the  terms  of 
the  bill,  the  Secretary  may  enter  into  co¬ 
operative  agreements  with  State  departments 
of  agriculture  or  other  State  agencies  when¬ 
ever  he  determines  it  feasible  and  in  the 
public  interest.  Such  cooperation  is  de 
signed  to  avoid  duplication  of  functions, 
facilities,  and  personnel,  and  attain  closer  co¬ 
ordination  and  greater  effectiveness  and 
economy  in  the  administration  of  Federal 
and  State  laws. 

S.  3475  does  not  affect  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  would  clari 
fy  and  reemphasize  a  longstanding  intent 


of  Congress.  While  many  of  the  statutes  on 
marketing  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
control  and  eradication  of  plant  and  animal 
diseases  and  pests  presently  provide  for 
operation  with  the  States,  others  are  silen^ 
on  the  subject  and  some  impose  restricticy 
on  such  cooperative  administration.  r 
would  provide  a  common  authority  fa f  co¬ 
operation  with  the  States  in  the  snecified 
fields.  The  report  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  favoring  enactment  oy  the  bill, 
is  attached  herewith. 


CONVEYANCE  OF  CERTAIN  REAL 

PROPERTY  OF  THE  UNITED 

STATES  TO  THE  STATE  OF  MARY¬ 
LAND 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  3019)  to  provide  for  the  convey¬ 
ance  of  certain  real  property  of  the 
United  States  to  the  State  of  Maryland 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 
with  amendments,  on  page  3,  line  6,  af¬ 
ter  the  word  “exceed”,  to  strike  out 
“$2,245,000”  and  insert  “$3,480,000”; 
and  at  the  beginning  of  line  17,  to  strike 
out  “$1,045,000”  and  insert  “the  fair 
market  value  for  the  fixed  improvements 
thereon,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  such  fair  market  value  to 
be  determined  as  of  the  effective  date  of 
the  subject  contract.”;  so  as  to  make  the 
bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  in 
order  to  make  the  land  described  in  the 
second  section  of  this  Act  and  fixed  im¬ 
provements  thereon  available  for  transfer 
to  the  State  of  Maryland,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  authorized  to  relocate  the 
existing  activities  now  being  performed  on 
such  land  in  improvements,  and  to  acquire 
land  and  interests  therein  for  such  purposes, 
to  construct  improvements  thereon,  and  to 
remove  the  nonfixed  improvements  and 
equipment  from  the  buildings  to  be  con¬ 
veyed.  The  Secretary  for  the  purposes  of 
this  Act  is  also  authorized  to  receive  and 
accept  money  and  property,  real  or  personal, 
or  interests  therein,  and  services  as  a  gift, 
bequest,  or  contribution;  and  may  conduct 
activities  or  projects  in  cooperation  with 
any  person,  firm,  agency,  or  organization, 
rederal,  State,  or  private. 

Sec.  2.  The  land  referred  to  in  the  first 
seation  of  this  Act,  which  land  was  hereto¬ 
fore',  donated  to  the  United  States  by  the 
StateVif  Maryland,  is  situated  on  the  cam¬ 
pus  of 'toe  University  of  Maryland  at  College 
Park,  Maryland,  and  is  more  particularly 
describedNs  follows: 

at  the  southeast  corner  of  an 
original  20.5dvacre  tract  of  land  conveyed  to 
the  United  States  by  deed  dated  November 
9,  1935,  and  recorded  April  20,  1939,  in  book 
521,  page  43  of  rbe  land  records  of  Prince 
Georges  County,  s\id  corner  being  marked 
by  a  cross  cut  in  an  iron  grating  on  the 
north  side  of  University  land  and  im¬ 
mediately  north  of  Symons  Hall  of  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Maryland;  thence  with  the  east¬ 
boundary  of  the  original\20. 56-acre  tract, 
north  0  degrees  30  minutes  \)0  seconds  west 
681.94  feet  to  a  point;  thence  south  89 
degrees  30  minutes  00  seconds,  west  701.88 
feet  to  a  point;  thence  south  40\degrees  47 
minutes  04  seconds  west  406.34  \eet  to  a 
point;  thence  south  0  degrees  3o\ninutes 
00  seconds  east  376.60  feet  to  a  point;\hence 
north  89  degrees  30  minutes  00  second^  east 
970.00  feet  to  the  point  of  beginning  \nd 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

September  14, 1962 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 


AN  ACT 

To  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States  in  administra¬ 
tion  and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal  laws. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  in  order  to  avoid  duplication  of  functions,  facilities, 

4  and  personnel,  and  to  attain  closer  coordination  and  greater 

5  effectiveness  and  economy  in  administration  of  Federal  and 

6  State  laws  and  regulations  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agri- 

7  cultural  products  and  to  the  control  or  eradication  of  plant 

8  and  animal  diseases  and  pests,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 

9  hereby  authorized,  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of 

10  such  Federal  laws  within  his  area  of  responsibility,  whenever 

11  he  deems  it  feasible  and  in  the  public  interest,  to  enter  into 
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cooperative  arrangements  with  State  departments  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  other  State  agencies  charged  with  the  admin¬ 
istration  and  enforcement  of  such  State  laws  and  regula¬ 
tions  and  to  provide  that  any  such  State  agency  which  has 
adequate  facilities,  personnel,  and  procedures,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  may  assist  the  Secretary  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  enforcement  of  such  Federal  laws  and  regulations 
to  the  extent  and  in  the  manner  he  deems  appropriate  in  the 
public  interest. 

Further,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  coordinate  the 
administration  of  such  Federal  laws  and  regulations  with 
such  State  laws  and  regulations  wherever  feasible.  How¬ 
ever,  nothing  herein  shall  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agri culture  under  any  Federal  law,  or  any  authority 
to  cooperate  with  State  agencies  or  other  agencies  or  persons 
under  existing  provisions  of  law,  or  affect  any  restrictions 
of  law  upon  such  cooperation. 

Passed  the  Senate  September  12,  1962. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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to  be  subject  to  the  program  could  divert  as  much  as  their  entire  acreage  for, 
payment, 

"Third.  Certain  crops  not  in  surplus  supply,  such  as  safflower,  sesame, /and 
:her  minor  crops,  could  be  produced  on  diverted  acreage  at  the  discretion  of 
tl\  Secretary,  and  partial  diversion  payments  could  be  made. 

rourth.  If  more  than  one-third  of  the  producers  voting  in  the  referendum 
opposed  the  program,  price  support  would  be  provided  at  50  percent  <yz  parity 
to  cooperators. 

VI  \ 

•  •  •  \  M 

"The  brll  provides  also  that  the  Secretary  may  increase  the  ^allotment  for 
any  type  ofNwheat  which  would  otherwise  be  in  short  supply. 

"Authorityvis  provided  also  for  the  Secretary  to  permit  wtfeat  to  be  pro¬ 
duced  on  feed  grain  acreages  to  such  extend  and  under  suctyxondit ions  as  will 
not  impair  the  operation  of  the  wheat  program.  It  is  understood  that  this 
authority  would  iuxt  be  used  except  in  the  case  when  an  ^acreage  diversion  pro* 
gram  for  feed  grainy  was  in  effect. 

91 

•  •  • 

"Title\IV — Farmers  Home  Administration 

"The  bill  makes  the  following  changes  in  the  pending  authorities  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administratibni: 

"First,  Adds  "recreational  uses  and  facilities"  to  the  purposes  for  which 
real  estate  loans  may  be  madb^  or  insured  to  /ne  owner-operators  of  not  larger 
than  family  farms. 

"Second.  Adds  "shifts  in  laKd  use  including  the  development  of  recreational 
facilities'*  to  the  purposes  for  which  loans  may  be  made  or  insured  to  associa¬ 
tions  serving  farmers  and  other  rur^l /residents. 

id  facilities"  to  the  purposes  for  which 
rator  of  not  larger  than  family  farms. 


"Third.  Adds  "recreational  uses 
operating  loans  may  be  made  to  the  />p< 


"Fourth.  Adds  a  definition  of/farmeis  to  include  persons  engaged  in  fish 
farming  among  farmers  eligible  for  loans\  and 

"Fifth.  Increases  from  10  tra  25  milliok  the  aggregate  of  the  real  estate 
loans  which  the  Secretary  maVtnake  out  of  ttW  insurance  fund  to  be  sold  and 
insured,  which  are  on  hand  /(nd  not  disposed  of^  at  any  one  time."  pp.  1857U-7 

AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Received  bhe  conference  report  on  this 
bill,  H.  R.  12648  (H.  R6pt.  2381)  (pp.  18487-9,  185(83).  Attached  to  this 
digest  is  a  copy  of  tjrfe  conference  report  and  a  summary  of  the  action  of  the 
conferees. 

3.  FOREST  SERVICE.  Pissed  as  reported  H.  R.  12434,  to  facilitate  the  work  of  the 

Forest  Service  /pp.  18560-1) .  This  bill  was  reported  witt\amendment  on  Sept. 
15  (H.  Rept. 2^77)  (p.  18583). 

4.  LOANS;  FHA./ Began  debate  on  H.  R.  12653,  to  amend  the  Consolid^ed  Farmers 

Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  in  order  to  increase  from  $150  million  to 
,  $200  million  annually  the  limitation  on  the  amount  of  loans  whichxnay  be  in¬ 

sured yonder  such  Act  (p.  18561).  This  bill  was  reported  with  amenraRent  on 
Sept/  15  (H.  Rept.  2378) (p,  18583). 


5.  COOPERATION.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  on  Sept.  15  (during  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  House)  without  amendment  H.  R.  12802,  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  with  States  In  the  administration  and  enforcement 
of  Federal  laws  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural  products  and  to  the 
eradication  or  control  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pests.  (H.  Rept.  2379) 
p.  18583  


TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  on  Sept.  15  (during  adjournment 
of  the  House)  with  amendment  H.  R.  12855,  to  amend  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  providing  for  the  lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco 
:reage  allotments  so  as  to  exclude  cigar-filler  and  cigar-binder  tobaccc 
t^^jjes  ^2,43,44,53,54,  and  55,  from  the  lease  and  transfer  authority,  ()/.  Rept. 
2385).  p.  18583 


7.  WILDL1F&.  The  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  of  the  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  S/  1988,  to 
aid  in  thev administration  of  the  Tule  Lake,  Lower  Klamath,  and  Jlpper  Klamath 
National  Wildlife  Refuges  in  Oregon  and  California,  p.  D853 


.  /Bureau  , 

8.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  NReceived  from  the  Budget/plans  for  works  of  -imporvement  relating 

to  the  followingvwatersheds:  Crooked  Bayou,  Ark.;  West  Forx  of  Pond  River,  Ky.; 
Hardin  Creek,  Tern*.;  and  Mill  Creek,  Tenn. ;  to  Agriculture  Committee,  p. 18583 
Received  from  ttte  Budget  Bureau  plans  for  works  of  improvement  relating  to 
the  following  watersheds;  Tobesofkee,  Ga.  (supplemental) ;  Cottonwood  Creek, 
Okla. ;  and  Delaware  Creek,  Okla. ;  to  Public  Works  Committee.  p.  18583 


( 


9. 


EDUCATION.  The  "Daily  Di^st"  states  that  "Confe/ees,  in  executive  session,  ( 
reached  agreement  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  ver¬ 
sions  of  H.  R.  8900,  authorising  Federal  financial  assistance  for  institutions 
of  higher  education,  and  willNpeet  again  on/Wednesday,  September  19,  to  sign 
a  conference  report  thereon."  \.  D853 


10.  MINING.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  3451,  j6o  provide  relief  for  residential  occu¬ 
pants  of  unpatented  mining  claims  uponr  which  valuable  improvenents  have  been 
placed.  A  similar  bill,  H.  R.  1276j/i^>as  laid  on  the  table,  pp.  18532-4, 
18545-50 


11.  AIR  POLLUTION.  Passed  with  amen/foent  S.  ASS,  to  provide  for  public  hearings  on 
air  pollution  problems  of  more/ than  local  significance  under,  and  extend  the 
duration  of,  the  Federal  air/pollution  control  law.  A  similar  bill,  H.  R. 
12833,  which  was  earlier  passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules,  was  laid  on  the 
table,  pp.  18556-60 


12. 


EDUCATION;  VETERANS.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  2697,^0  amend  title  38,  U.S.C., 
to  provide  an  extension  of  the  period  within  which  certain  educational  programs 
must  be  begun  and  c/mpleted  in  the  case  of  persons  called  to  active  duty  during 
the  Berlin  crisis/  A  similar  bill,  H.  R.  9962,  was  laid the  table,  pp. 
18489-92 


13. 


PERSONNEL.  Th/  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
S.  1070,  to/4mend  the  Federal  Employees'  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  ap  as  to  provide  for  an  additional  unit  of  life  insurance  (H.  Rept. 
2383) .  /  18583 


14.  HOUSE  ROLES.  Rep.  Reuss  urged  five  amendments  to  the  Rules  of  the  Hodse  of 
Representatives  intended  to  expedite  the  business  of  Congress,  pp.  18567-70 


X  BUSINESS.  Rep.  Roudebush  discussed  the  American  patent  system  and  s 1 
'It  is  my  firm  conviction  that  the  Congress  must  not  take  any  precipitate 
action  to  alter  our  patent  system."  pp.  18577-81 
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September  15,  1962. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
Statelof  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  12802] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  12802)  to  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States  in  admin¬ 
istration  and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal  laws,  having  considered 
the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recom¬ 
mend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 


PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  clarify  the  intent  of  Congress  with 
respect  to  cooperation  between  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  State  departments  of  agriculture  and  related  agencies  in  carrying 
out  certain  regulatory,  marketing,  inspection,  and  other  functions  of 
the  Department  when  the  Secretary  finds  such  cooperation  to  be 
feasible  and  in  the  public  interest,  and  to  provide  such  authority  with 
respect  to  certain  programs  where  it  is  now  lacking. 

NEED  FOR  THE  LEGISLATION 

Authority  for  cooperation  between  the  Federal  Government  and 
the  States  has  been  specifically  included  in  more  than  a  score  of 
statutes  administered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  but  in 
language  that  differs  widely  from  one  law  to  the  other,  is  included  by 
reference  or  implication  in  other  statutes,  and  is  entirely  lacking  in 
still  other  laws  administered  by  the  Department.  Frequently^  the 
administration  of  such  programs  within  a  State  by  competent  State 
agencies  and  personnel  avoids  duplication  of  functions,  results  in 
greater  effectiveness,  and  permits  economy  in  administration. 
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The  final  sentence  of  the  bill  is  intended  to  make  it  clear  that  public 
policy  as  expressed  by  Congress  in  other  laws,  and  the  specific  pro¬ 
visions  of  those  laws,  will  not  be  changed  in  any  respect  or  superseded 
by  this  legislation.  By  granting  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  cooperate  with  the  States,  Congress  does  not  thereby 
authorize  the  Secretary  to  establish  Federal  policy  in  accordance  with 
State  policy  nor  to  modify  Federal  policy  or  statutory  provisions. 
For  example,  should  the  Secretary  enter  into  an  agreement  to  co¬ 
operate  with  a  State  in  carrying  out  Federal  meat  inspection,  the 
eligibility  and  sanitation  requirements  of  such  inspection  would  be 
those  of  the  Federal  statute;  the  inspection  would  be  Federal  inspec¬ 
tion,  not  State  inspection,  even  though  it  might  be  carried  out  by  a 
State  employee;  and  the  Federal  policy  that  meat  inspection  may  be 
done  only  by  an  employee  paid  with  public  funds  would  be  controlling. 

During  the  hearings  on  this  bill  the  question  was  raised  whether  or 'S 
not  a  retired  Federal  employee,  working  for  a  State  agency,  would  lose 
any  of  his  Federal  retirement  benefits  if  the  Department  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  that  State  agency  and  the  employee  aprticipated 
in  the  cooperative  activity.  This  has  been  explored  with  officials  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  they  have  assured  the  committee 
that  this  would  not  be  the  case. 


COST 

There  would  be  no  additional  cost  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
as  the  result  of  this  legislation.  On  the  contrary,  the  cooperative 
agreements  worked  out  pursuant  to  its  provisions  would  probably 
result  in  some  economies  in  the  administration  of  Federal  programs^ 

DEPARTMENTAL  APPROVAL 

Following  is  the  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  recommend¬ 
ing  that  H.R.  12802  be  enacted. 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office*of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  23,  1962. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  August.  17, 
1962,  requesting  a  report  on  H.R.  12802,  a  bill  to  provide  further  for 
cooperation  with  States  in  administration  and  enforcement  of  certain 
Federal  laws. 

The  bill  would  provide  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate 
with  State  agencies  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  Federal 
laws  and  regulations  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural  products 
and  to  the  control  or  eradication  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pests. 

This  Department  is  favorable  to  the  enactment  of  this  bill,  because 
it  will  clarify  and  reemphasize  the  intent  of  Congress  on  the  subject 
expressed  in  many  Federal  statutes  enacted  over  several  decades 
relating  to  these  programs  and  activities. 

Though  many  of  the  present  statutes  now  authorize  cooperation 
with  States,  there  are  some  which  impose  restrictions  on  these  coopera- 
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tive  activities  and  in  some  instances  the  statutes  are  silent  on  the 
subject  of  cooperation.  Even  in  such  latter  instances,  the  Department 
has  assumed  that  its  general  authority  permitted  cooperation  with 
States  under  appropriate  circumstances  and  many  efforts  have  been 
made  to  do  so. 

The  enactment  of  H.R.  12802  would  facilitate  the  review  of  policies 
and  procedures  in  Federal-State  relationships.  The  Secretary  would 
continue  to  exercise  his  authority  to  provide  for  cooperation  with  the 
States  and  others  in  carrying  out  Department  programs  whenever  he 
finds  that  such  action  would  be  feasible  and  in  the  public  interest. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
presentation  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s 
program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

(s)  Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary. 

o 
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H.  R.  12802 

[Report  No.  2379] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 


August  7, 1962 

Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the 

Committee  on  Agriculture  , , 

September  15, 1962 

p 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  States  in  administra¬ 
tion  and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal  laws. 

.‘I  & 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  in  order  to  avoid  duplication  of  functions,  facilities,  and 

4  personnel,  and  to  attain  closer  coordination  and  greater  effec- 


5  tiveness  and  economy  in  administration  of  Federal  and  State 


6  laws  and  regulations  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural 

7  products  and  to  the  control  or  eradication  of  plant  and 


8  animal  diseases  and  pests,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 

9  hereby  authorized,  in  the  administration  and  enforcement 


10  of  such  Federal  laws  within  his  area  of  responsibility,  when- 

11  ever  he  deems  it  feasible  and  in  the  public  interest,  to  enter 


I 


9 


£%  *t\  ft  ..g ».  *  1  .  ;•  ;  ;• 

■t""y  .‘.j '  •*  /•  .  -  .  :  • 

1  Into  cooperative  arrangements  with  State  departments  of 

2  agriculture  and  other  State  agencies  charged  with  the  ad- 

3  ministration  and  enforcement  of  such  State  laws  and  regula- 

4  tions  and  to  provide  that  any  such  State  agency  which  has 

5  adequate  facilities,  personnel,  and  procedures,  as  deter- 

6  mined  by  the  Secretary,  may  assist  the  Secretary  in  the 

7  administration  and  enforcement  of  such  Federal  laws  and 

8  regulations  to  the  extent  and  in  the  manner  he  deems  appro- 

9  priate  in  the  public  interest. 

10  Further,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  coordinate  the 

11  administration  of  such  Federal  laws  and  regulations  with 

12  such  State  laws  and  regulations  wherever  feasible.  How- 

13  ever,  nothing  herein  shall  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secre- 

14  tary  of  Agriculture  under  any  Federal  law,  or  any  authority 

-A-  -  V-  ^  J  ;  I 

15  to  cooperate  with  State  agencies  or  other  agencies  or  persons 

I'M :  '  :->>  •  i  *  •  •  •  ■  v  - 

16  under  existing  provisions  of  law,  or  affect  any  restrictions 

'  r* 

Ijilf*  •' 4  .  .  1  .  O 

17  of  law  upon  such  cooperation. 
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expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the  loan  program,  p, 


18605 


Began  debate  on  amendment  No.  19,  to  provide  $1,600,000  for  AMS  for  constr/c- 
tion  of  facilities  and  acquisition  of  the  necessary  land  therefor,  as  authori¬ 
sed  by  law,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  pp.  18602-6 

13.  II!raS?2NDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report 
on  tSls  bill,  H.  R.  12711,  but  insisted  on  disagreement  to  severaybf  the 
Senat^v  amendment s.  pp.  18591-5 

14.  LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Began  debate  on  bhe  conference 

report  on\his  bill,  H.  R.  11151.  Action  on  one  Senate  amendment  in  dis- 
agrement  wasvdef erred,  pp.  18606-10 

15.  FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  The  Appropriation/ Committee  reported 
this  bill,  H.  R?\|.3175  (H.  Rept.  2410).  p.  18639 

16.  LOANS;  FHA.  Passed  8s  reported  H.  R.  12653.  to  amend  the  Consolidated  Farmers 

Home  Administration  of  1961  in. order  to  increase  from  $150  million  to 
$200  million  annually  ohe  amount  of  loans  which  Xnay  be  insured  under  such  Act. 

pp.  18611-2  / 

Rep.  Curtis,  Mo.,  criticized  the  House  procedures  under  which  this  bill 

failed  to  pass  on  Sept.  17.\np.  18595-6 

17.  WETLANDS.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendn/nts  to  H.  R.  8520,  to  amend  the  Soil 

Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act /  as  amended,  to  add  a  new  subsection 
to  Sec.  16  to  limit  financial  air dNte conical  assistance  for  drainage  of  certain 
wetlands.  This  bill  will  now  be  sej*c  to  the  President,  pp.  18590-1 

18.  TOBACCO.  Passed  as  reported  .  H.  R4  12855,  to  amend  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 

tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  providing  for  the  lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco 
acreage  allotments  so  as  to  exclude  cigarhfiller  and  cigar-binder  tobacco, 
types  42,43,44,53,54  and  55  /rom  the  lease\nd  transfer  authority,  pp.  18612-3 


^9.  COOPERATION.  Began  debate  on  S.  3475,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  cooperate  with  States  in  administration  and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal 
laws  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural  products  and  to  the  eradication 
)  or  control  of  plant  and  animal  disease  and  pests,  (p.  18622).  A  similar  bill, 
H.  R.  12802,  was  passed  without  amendment  earlier  (pp.  18613-4). 

20.  PARKS.  Began  an<L/c:oncluded  debate  on  S.  2429,  to  revise\the  boundaries  of  the 

Virgin  Islands/ational  Park,  St.  John,  V.I.  pp.  18615-2. 

21.  PERISHABLE  COMMODITIES.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S\l037,  to  amend  the 

Perishable/Cgricultural  Commodities  Act  regarding  fees,  oral  hearings,  and 

relicens/g  (H.  Rept.  2408).  pp.  18622-3,  18639 

22.  TARIFFS/  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  6682,  to  provide '^or  the 

exemption  of  fowling  nets  from  duty  (H.  Rept.  2412).  pp.  18623-4,  18639 

PERSONNEL.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  12180,  to  extend  for^a  tempo¬ 
rary  period  the  existing  provisions  of  the  law  relating  to  the  free  impo^ 
rQf  personal  and  household  effects  brought  into  the  U.  S.  under  Government 

orders  (H.  Rept.  2413).  pp.  18624,  18639 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
S.  Con  Res.  53,  favoring  travel  by  Federal  employees  on  U.S.  flag  carriers 
(H.  Rept.  2407).  p.  18639 
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24,  RECLAMATION.  Rep.  Olsen  discussed  the  "60th  anniversary  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  pioneering  Federal  public  works  agency  which  is  still  playir 
prominent  role  in  water  resource  development  in  Montana  and  elsewhere  ii 
the  West,"  including  its  relationship  with  REA  cooperatives,  pp.  18636-8 


SRCHANT  MARINE  AND  FISHERIES  COMMITTEE.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states ythat  the 
ibcoramittee  on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Conservation  of  the  Merchaj*c  Marine 
anli  Fisheries  Committee  "met  in  executive  session  and  ordered  reported  favor- 
ably\to  the  full  committee  H.  R.  9547,  regarding  importation  or  salmon  for 
sale  within  the  U.S.;  H.  R.  11343  (amended),  regarding  the  initiation  of  a 
salmon \nd  steelhead  development  program  in  California;  S.  3504  (amended), 
regarding,  representation  of  secretarial  officers  on  the  Migratory  Bird  Con¬ 
servation  \ommission;  and  S.  3431,  to  consent  to  the  amendment  of  the  Pacific 
Marine  Fisheries  Compact.  Passed  over  H.  R.  10714,  to/provide  for  the 
distribution  \f  the  total  net  income  from  wildlife  refuges  administered  by  tta 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  Department  of/rhe  Interior."  p.  D860 


26.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Attached  eb  this  Digest  are  addition^ 
notes  relating  to  the  tables  in  Digest  167  summarizing  the  action  of  the 
conferees  on  this  biri,  H.  R.  12648.  These  njjrces  were  inadvertently  omitted 


and  should  be  attachedNto  Digest  167  as  pagt 
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27.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  of  /Sen.  Hartke  inserting  an  address  by 


Claude  R.  Wickard,  "Knowledge :\£he  I^y  to  a  Century  of  Agricultural  Progress, 
pp.  A6890-2 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  M)fy  inserting  reports  by  international  farm 
youth  delegates  in  Germany  and  j^61av^d  describing  conditions  on  farms  in  those 
countries,  pp.  A6900,  A6907-8/ 


28.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Extension  /f  remarks  oKSen.  Wiley  inserting  an  article, 
"America's  Power  System," /comparing  production  of  electrical  power  in  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union,  p.  A6cN?3 


' 


29.  HOLIDAY.  Extension  oL^remarks  of  Rep.  Grean  iifcserting  an  editor's  letter 
protesting  the  propped  designation  of  Sept.  17>^s  a  legal  holiday .  pp. 
A6899-900 


30.  MILK.  Extension/of  remarks  of  Rep.  Quie  inserting  anNnrticle  suggesting  a 
possible  solution  to  some  of  the  problems  of  the  dairjKJLndustry,  including 
an  increase  yin  advertising  efforts,  p.  A6903 
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COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  SEPT. 


Additional  research  facilities  for  experiment  stations,  S.  Agriculture , 
Federal  /pay  bill,  S.  Civil  Service  (exec). 

WatereKed  projects,  H.  Agriculture  (exec). 

Promotion  of  trade  through  mobile  trade  fairs,  H.  Merchant  Marine  and  Fii 
(exec) . 
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to  discriminate  against  the  smaller 
farmer  who  does  not  have  the  ready  cash 
'necessary  to  successfully  bid  for  the  al¬ 
lotments  which  are  available  for  lease. 

BIr.  Speaker,  the  tobacco  allotment 
leasnsig  provision  is  not  operating  in  the 
best  interest  of  the  producers  of  cigar- 
filler  and  cigar-binder  tobacco.  Matter 
of  fact,  icsis  working  in  this  area  against 
the  worthwhile  purpose  of  supply  adjust¬ 
ment  whichNs  the  intent  of  the  tobacco 
program.  It  seems  absurd  to  foster  a  sit¬ 
uation  where,  on  one  hand,  reductions 
in  allotments  ai\  required  in  order  to 
balance  supply  with  demand  while,  on 
the  other  hand,  unused  allotments  are 
allowed  to  be  leased  Vnd  brought  back 
into  production.  \ 

Wisconsin  tobacco  growers  are  rightly 
concerned  over  the  fact  fl^at  continua¬ 
tion  of  the  leasing  provision\will  require 
greater  reductions  in  allotments  to  ac¬ 
commodate  the  unused  acres\brought 
back  into  production  through  N^easing 
arrangements.  Ohio  tobacco  growers 
share  this  concern.  \ 

Immediately  following  the  hearings'on 
H.R.  12855,  the  tobacco  subcommittee 
favorably  reported  the  bill  to  the  full' 
House  Agriculture  Committee,  which  ap¬ 
proved  the  measure  on  September  12. 

I  respectfully  urge  my  colleagues  in  the 
House  to  take  favorable  action  on  this 
measure,  so  that  it  can  be  enacted  into 
law  before  the  adjournment  of  this  Con¬ 
gress.  Since  the  legislation  applies  to 
the  1963  tobacco  program,  the  need  for 
early  action  is  abundantly  clear. 

Mr.  McCULLOCH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  that  H.R.  12855,  to  amend  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
relating  to  the  lease  and  transfer  of 
tobacco  acreage  allotments,  was  sched¬ 
uled  for  consideration  this  week.  I  am 
pleased  that  it  has  been  reached  for 
final  vote  today. 

There  are  more  than  1,200  cigar  filler 
type  tobacco  growers  in  the  Great  Miami 
Valley  of  Western  Ohio.  These  growers, 
in  large  part,  are  members  of  the  Ohio 
Farm  Bureau  Federation  and  of  the 
Cigar  Tobacco  Cooperative,  which  Coy 
operative  is  managed  by  Robert  Cool  on 
Arcanum,  Darke  County,  Ohio,  which 
is  in  the  Fourth  Congressional  DistnCt  of 
Ohio  that  I  have  the  honor  to  rep/fesent. 
These  organizations  favor  H.R/  12855, 
as  amended  by  the  Committee/on  Agri¬ 
culture.  / 

Ohio  tobacco  growers,  of  tjfle  cigar  filler 
type,  produced  more  than  8  million 
pounds  of  tobacco  in  196*  and  such  pro¬ 
duction  exceeded  use  bjr  almost  2  million 
pounds,  for  the  past/2  years.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  there  is  moye  than  25  million 
pounds  of  this  type  of  tobacco  on  hand, 
which  is  in  su/plus,  and  any  act  or 
failure  to  act  Which  increases  such  sur¬ 
plus  is  not  i/i  the  best  interest  of  the 
producers  or  the  public. 

For  that  reason,  as  well  as  for  other 
reasons  V/hich  neeid  not  be  discussed  at 
this  tinfe,  H.R.  12855  should  be  passed  by 
the  House,  today. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
ana  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
tone  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon- 
/sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


FEDERAL-STATE  COOPERATION 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12802)  to 
provide  further  for  cooperation  with 
States  in  administration  and  enforce¬ 
ment  of  certain  Federal  laws. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  in  or¬ 
der  to  avoid  duplication  of  functions,  facili¬ 
ties,  and  personnel,  and  to  attain  closer  co¬ 
ordination  and  greater  effectiveness  and 
economy  in  administration  of  Federal  and 
State  laws  and  regulations  relating  to  the 
marketing  of  agricultural  products  and  to 
the  control  or  eradication  of  plant  and  ani¬ 
mal  diseases  and  pests,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  hereby  authorized,  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  and  enforcement  of  such  Federal 
laws  within  his  area  of  responsibility,  when¬ 
ever  he  deems  it  feasible  and  in  the  public 
interest,  to  enter  into  cooperative  arrange¬ 
ments  with  State  departments  of  agriculture 
and  other  State  agencies  charged  with  the 
.  administration  and  enforcement  of  such 
State  laws  and  regulations  and  to  provide 
that  any  such  State  agency  which  has  ade¬ 
quate  facilities,  personnel,  and  procedures, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  may  assist 
the  Secretary  in  the  administration  and  en¬ 
forcement  of  such  Federal  laws  and  regula¬ 
tions  to  the  extent  and  in  the  manner  he 
deems  appropriate  in  the  public  interest. 

Further,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  co¬ 
ordinate  the  administration  of  such  Federal 
laws  and  regulations  with  such  State  laws 
and  regulations  wherever  feasible.  However, 
nothing  herein  shall  affect  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  any 
Federal  law,  or  any  authority  to  cooperate 
with  State  agencies  or  other  agencies  or  per¬ 
sons  under  existing  provisions  of  law,  or 
affect  any  restrictions  of  law  upon  such 
cooperation. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  This  is  not  a  bill,  is  it, 
that  rotates  these  agricultural  attaches? 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  is  not,  but  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Jones],  to  answer  more  fully.  The  bill 
came  from  his  subcommittee. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  No,  it  has 
nothing  to  do  with  that.  It  was  ap¬ 
proved  unanimously  by  both  the  sub¬ 
committee  and  the  full  committee.  It 
does  not  add  any  cost.  It  merely  clari¬ 
fies  existing  regulations  and  provides 
for  cooperation  between  State  and  Fed¬ 
eral  Governments  on  certain  programs. 
In  some  cases  it  would  avoid  a  duplica¬ 
tion  of  services  that  are  being  rendered 
by  both  the  Federal  and  the  State  Gov¬ 
ernments.  Lit  would  provide  that  State 
employees  in  some  instances  might  do 
the  work  required  at  the  present  time 
of  Federal  employees)  It  would  avoid 
duplication  and  to  lEat  extent  result  in 
economy  to  both  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  State  governments. 

It  does  not  take  away  any  authority 
that  now  exists. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  it  give  any  addi¬ 
tional  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture?  That  is  the  Federal  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture? 


18313 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  The  only 
additional  authority  he  would  be  given 
would  be  in  case  of  duplication  of  serv¬ 
ices  being  performed,  in  which  case  he 
could  say  it  could  be  performed  by  one 
service. 

Mr.  GROSS.  As  between  the  States 
and  the  Federal  Government? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  That  is 

right. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  it  does  not  require 
him  to  cooperate  with  the  State  govern¬ 
ment  unless  they  both  want  it.  Is  that 
about  the  way  it  goes? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  That  is 

right. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  gladly  yield  to  the 
gentlelady  from  Missouri. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  would  like  to  ask 
either  the  chairman  or  the  author  of  the 
bill  whether  this  bill  applies  to  Federal 
meat  inspection. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  The  bill  does  1 
not  cover  Federal  meat  inspection.  I  t 
would  hope  that  if  and  when  protection  1 
from  meat  inspection  is  extended,  a  pro-  • 
vision  would  be  put  in  that  bill  to  en-  ! 
courage  cooperation. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  At  least  it  does  not  | 
weaken  the  Federal  meat  inspection  laws  1 
as  they  now  exist? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  ■  No. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  think  the 
following  statement  from  the  report 
states  the  matter  very  clearly? 

For  example,  should  the  Secretary  enter 
Into  an  agreement  to  cooperate  with  a  State 
in  carrying  out  Federal  meat  inspection,  the 
eligibility  and  sanitation  requirements  of 
such  inspection  would  be  those  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  statute;  the  inspection  would  be  Fed¬ 
eral  inspection,  not  State  inspection,  even 
though  it  might  be  carried  out  by  a  State 
employee;  and  the  Federal  policy  that  meat 
inspection  may  be  done  only  by  an  em¬ 
ployee  paid  with  public  funds  would  be  con¬ 
trolling. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  sup¬ 
port  of  H.R.  12802.  For  some  time  I  have 
been  concerned  with  duplication  of  simi¬ 
lar  actions  by  Federal  and  State  agen¬ 
cies.  Because  of  this  concern,  I  have 
introduced  an  identical  bill  to  that  of 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa,  the  Honorable 
Neal  Smith. 

This  legislation  is  long  overdue  and 
will  make  laws  already  on  the  statute 
books  more  workable.  In  areas  of  pest 
and  disease  control  and  marketing  assist¬ 
ance,  there  is  much  room  for  improve¬ 
ment. 

In  many  instances,  similar  projects 
are  now  carried  out  by  both  the  State 
and  Federal  Governments.  These  proj¬ 
ects  could  be  implemented  entirely  by 
State  personnel. 

It  is  my  belief  that  this  legislation  will 
strengthen  the  role  of  State  governments 
and  in  some  cases,  eliminate  duplication 
by  Federal  and  State  officials. 

The  duplication  could  be  avoided  by 
many  means.  The  use  of  grants-in-aid 
technical  assistance  and  State  super¬ 
vision  and  direction,  to  mention  a  few. 
The  general  rules,  regulations  and  uni¬ 
form  training  could  come  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies. 
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There  are  many  areas  in  my  home 
State  of  Minnesota  in  which  duplication 
could  be  avoided.  Barberry  eradication, 
control  of  white  pine  blister  rust,  and 
inspection  of  chicks,  hatching  eggs,  and 
poults  are  a  few. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAWETO  EXTEND 

Mr.  POAGE.  MrXspeaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  tnKt  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which 
to  extend  their  remarks  on  the  three 
bills  just  passed.  \ 

The  SPEAKER  pro  temporelvls  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Texas?  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 


CORRECTION  OP  ROLLCALL  \ 

Mr.  BARRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall 
No.  222  of  yesterday  I  answered  to  my 
name.  I  was  present,  although  I  am 
shown  as  being  absent.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  permanent  Record  and 
Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AUTHORITY  OF  FHA  TO  MAKE 
PAYMENTS  IN  LIEU  OF  TAXES 
UPON  ACQUIRING  CERTAIN  MILI¬ 
TARY  HOUSING 

Mr.  RAINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill  (H.R. 
13067)  to  amend  title  VIII  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Housing  Act  with  respect  to  the 
authority  of  the  Federal  Housing  Com¬ 
missioner  to  pay  certain  real  property 
taxes  and  to  make  payments  in  lieu  of 
real  property  taxes. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  title 
VIII  of  the  National  Housing  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following, 
new  section:  7 

“Sec.  811.  (a)  The  Commissioner  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  make  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes 
on  any  real  property  to  which  title  has/been 
or  is  hereafter  acquired  by  him  An  fee 
under  section  803  as  effective  prior  to  Au¬ 
gust  11,  1955,  and  on  which  taxes  or  pay¬ 
ments  in  lieu  of  such  taxes  ware  payable 
or  paid  prior  to  acquisition  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner.  Such  payments  .may  be  made 
in  connection  with  tax  yearg  occurring  prior 
to  or  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  section,  yhe  amount  of  any 
such  payments  shall  riot  exceed  taxes  on 
similar  property  and  shall  not  be  included  in¬ 
terest  or  penalties./  If  the  Commissioner 
has  acquired  or  hereafter  acquires  title  in 
fee  to  real  property  by  foreclosure  or  by 
transfer  from  some  ot  her  department  or 
agency  of  the  Government  or  otherwise 
during  a  tax/year,  he  may  make  a  payment 
in  lieu  of  /axes  prorated  for  that  portion 
of  the  year  remaining  after  his  acquisition 
of  title/  This  subsection  shall  not  au¬ 
thorize/any  lien  against  property  held  by 
the  Commissioner,  nor  the  payment  of  any 
tax/nor  any  payment  in  lieu  of  any  tax, 
on/  any  interest  of  the  Commissioner  as 
lessee  or  mortgagee. 


“(b)  Nothing  in  this  title  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  exempt  any  real  property  which 
has  been  or  is  hereafter  acquired  and  held 
by  the  Commissioner  under  section  809  or 
810  from  taxation  by  any  State  or  political 
subdivision  thereof,  to  the  same  extint,  ac¬ 
cording  to  its  value,  as  other  real  property 
is  taxed.” 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a 
second  demanded? 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  de¬ 
mand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  a  second  will  be  considered 
as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  RAINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a 
very  simple  bill  designed  to  permit  the 
FHA  Commissioner  to  pay  local  real 
estate  taxes  on  certain  military  housing 
projects  which  he  has  acquired,  just  as 
he  now  does  on  any  other  projects.  In 
the  original  Wherry  Act  authorizing 
FHA  mortgage  insurance  for  military 
housing,  FHA  had  authority  to  pay  local 
real  estate  taxes  if  it  should  acquire  any 
W  the  properties.  When  this  law  was 
amended  in  1955  to  substitute  the  Cape- 
hart  program  that  authority  was  omit/ 
ted.  NThis  bill  would  restore  that  author¬ 
ity  forscertain  Wherry  projects.  / 

This  lull  is  highly  deserving  in  my 
judgments.  It  applies  only  to  VVherry 
Act  projects  on  which  taxes  ware  being 
paid  prior  Ri  acquisition.  Iy  would  be 
highly  unfair  do  undermine  t he  local  tax 
base  just  becaus&the  FHA (Commissioner 
acquired  the  property.  Ft  local  govern¬ 
ment  is  to  meet  its  responsibilities  we 
should  not  rob  thenraftax  revenue.  We 
do  not  do  that  now  under  any  other  FHA 
program.  /  \ 

The  dollar  impact  of  this  bill  would 
be  very  small,  lx  would  perpiit  the  FHA 
Commissionemo  meet  his  responsibilities 
on  two  existing  projects,  one  irpPaducah, 
Ky.,  and  one  in  Florida.  Also,\t  would 
permit  him  to  pay  taxes  on  anXprop- 
erties  he  might  acquire  under  two  pther 
small /programs — sections  809  and  plO. 
This/oill  has  the  full  support  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  I  hope  will  have  th\ 
support  of  all  of  my  colleagues. 

/  Mr.  Speaker,  it  would  put  on  the  local 
tax  rolls  these  two  projects  which  should 
have  been  on  the  local  tax  rolls  all  the 
time. 

(Mr.  STUBBLEFIELD  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  STUBBLEFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
during  the  Korean  war  the  Atomic  En¬ 
ergy  Commission  constructed  an  atomic 
energy  plant  just  outside  of  Paducah, 
Ky.  Before  construction  began  on  this 
project,  Paducah  had  a  population  of 
approximately  32,000  people.  At  one 
stage  of  construction  there  were  28,000 
additional  persons  working  at  the  AEC 
plant.  This,  of  course,  caused  quite  a 
housing  problem.  In  order  to  alleviate 
this  problem  a  housing  project  consist¬ 
ing  of  350  individual  units  and  150  apart¬ 
ment  units  was  constructed.  This  was 
known  as  the  Forest  Hills  project. 

This  project  was  built  in  1954  at  the 
insistance  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission  over  the  three  times  refusal  by 
the  Federal  Housing  Administration. 
Further,  civic  leaders  in  the  city  of  Pa¬ 


ducah  opposed  construction  of  the  For-, 
est  Hills  project.  / 

In  1956,  the  Federal  Housing  Admin¬ 
istration  foreclosed  on  Forest  Hillyne- 
cause  of  the  builders  inability  to  n/y  for 
the  project.  At  that  time  it  yas  less 
than  25  percent  occupied  and  that  situ¬ 
ation  is  the  same  today.  Several  pro¬ 
posals  have  been  made  both/by  the  city 
of  Paducah  and  by  FHA  for  the  disposal 
of  this  property.  In  ony  instance,  FHA 
wanted  to  subdivide  Jfne  property  for 
individual  sales,  but  this  would  have  re¬ 
quired  over  400  exceptions  to  Paducah’s 
zoning  ordinances/ 

City  records  indicate  that  FHA  paid 
$32,007.78  for  F957  taxes,  $32,142.53  for 
1953,  and  $36,004.26  for  1959.  Then, 
with  the  advice  of  their  legal  office,  FHA 
discontinued  taxpayments  although  the 
city  of  P/aucah  was  and  still  is  furnish¬ 
ing  schools,  police  and  fire  protection, 
sewer/  and  refuse  collection  and  other 
city/services.  This  has  created  a  real 
burden  on  the  city. 

/This  bill,  H.R.  11604,  would  permit  the 
^Federal  Housing  Authority  to  pay  taxes 
on  repossessed  housing  projects  built 
under  provisions  of  the  Wherry  housing 
program.  Forest  Hills  was  built  under 
these  provisions.  At  the  present  time 
there  are  no  provisions  for  this  type  pay¬ 
ment  although  other  property  acquired 
by  the  Commissioner  of  FHA  is  subject 
to  taxes  or  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes. 
H.R.  11604  would  merely  authorize  the 
same  types  of  tax  payments  on  repos¬ 
sessed  projects  built  under  the  Wherry 
program  as  are  already  authorized  for 
FHA  programs  generally. 

Most  people  tend  to  think  of  Wherry 
projects  as  housing  on  military  bases. 
This  is  primarily  true,  and  of  course 
these  type  projects  would  not  be  affected 
as  they  are  located  on  Government  prop¬ 
erty.  Forest  Hills  was  not  built  on  a 
military  reservation  nor  was  it  built 
for  military  personnel. 

In  its  report  dated  August  29,  1962, 
the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency 
has  recommended  enactment  of  H.R. 
11604.  Also,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
\has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection 
to  the  bill  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
administration’s  program. 

Although  I  am  vitally  concerned  with 
the  ultimate  resolution  of  this  problem 
as  concerns  the  final  disposition  of  the 
property^  am  at  the  present  primarily 
interestedNin  seeing  that  an  equitable 
solution  is  ftmnd  regarding  the  payment 
of  taxes  on  this  property.  Enactment  of 
H.R.  11604  is  definitely  needed  in  order 
to  correct  the  existing  inequity. 

The  SPEAKERS,  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama  t\at  the  House  sus¬ 
pend  the  rules  and  p^ss  the  bill  H.R. 
13067.  \ 

The  question  was  takenS. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speake\  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  a  quolsum  is  not 
present  and  make  the  point  \f  order 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present.  \ 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Further 
proceedings  on  this  matter  will  go  ewer 
until  tomorrow. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  withdraw  my  point  o^ 
order,  Mr.  Speaker. 
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Governor  of  the  Island,  Governor 
3aiewonsky.  I  learned  that  their  one 
reat  concern,  was  the  condemnation 
provision.  Such  a  provision  is  a  very 
common  feature,  and  under  ordinary  cir¬ 
cumstances  a  very  necessary  feature,  of 
Federal  legislation  of  this  sort.  Never¬ 
theless,  in  view  of  the  misunderstanding 
and  in  vmw  of  the  fact  that  there  has 
not  oeen  sufficient  time  for  us  to  make 
clear  to  the  virgin  Islanders  what  it  does*1 
involve  and  what  it  does  not,  it  seems 
wise  to  me,  in  view  of  the  statement  I 
have  made  today\to  propose  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  eliminate  the  condemnation  fea¬ 
ture.  I  told  them  that  I  would  offer  an 
amendment  to  accomplish  this  purpose 
and  they  assured  me  shat  if  such  an 
amendment  were  adopted,  the  bill  would 
be  satisfactory  to  them.  \  shall  do  so 
at  the  proper  time. 

In  conclusion  I  might  say  this  to  those 
who  are  concerned  with  the  cqst,  that 
we  are  getting  a  tremendous  bargain. 
Mr.  Laurance  Rockefeller  has  expended 
$4  million.  Under  provisions  of  title  2 
he  asks  permission  to  donate  $1,250,000 
more.  The  sum  and  substance  is  tins' 
The  Federal  Government  and  the  Ameri¬ 
can  public  will  receive  a  national  park 
costing  $6.5  million  at  a  cost  of 
$1,250,000.  I  think  we  ought  to  accept 
this  bargain.  I  think  we  ought  to  accept 
the  generosity  of  a  great  man,  a  man 
who  has  made  such  great  contributions 
to  the  development  of  this  Nation. 


[Mr.  WESTLAND  addressed  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Appendix.] 


Mr.  RUTHERFORD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  myself  5  minutes  in  order  to  re¬ 
spond  to  the  questions  of  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding. 

I  simply  want  to  clarify  one  point. 
Members  might  be  wondering  why  the 
name  of  Laurance  S.  Rockefeller  comes 
into  this  discussion.  The  objections 
which  Mr.  Rockefeller  expressed  to  the . 
original  form  of  this  bill,  incidentally^ 
were  not  expressed  in  any  arbitra 
fashion.  He  is  simply  one  citizen/ex¬ 
pressing  his  opinion  in  the  same  way  as 
every  other  citizen  has  the  rightAo  ex¬ 
press  any  opinion  on  a  bill  of  any  kind 
that  comes  before  the  Congiy^ss  of  the 
United  States. 

I  do  want  to  say  further ythat  his  name 
must  be  mentioned  pronftnently  when¬ 
ever  we  talk  about  national  parks  and 
conservation  in  the  limited  States  be¬ 
cause  he  and  his  associates  in  the  Rocke¬ 
feller  Foundation /have  contributed  so 
much  materially/and  otherwise  to  the 
park  system  iiy  such  instances  as  the 
Acadia  National  Park  and  the  Grand 
Teton  area  and  in  addition,  of  course,  to 
the  Virgin  Islands  area.  It  was  my  privi¬ 
lege  to  sejwe  for  the  time  I  have  been  in 
the  Congress  on  the  Outdoor  Recreation 
and  Resources  Review  Commission  of 
which  Mr.  Rockefeller  was  the  Chairman. 
I  c/a  say  that  during  this  entire  period, 
entire  effort  was  given  to  that  Com- 
lission  in  the  most  unselfish,  patriotic, 
and  diligent  fashion  that  anyone  could 
possibly  imagine. 


Mr.  Chairman,  in  order  to  clarify  the 
reason  that  his  name  comes  up  in  this 
discussion,  I  wish  to  restate  again  that 
any  opposition  which  he  expressed  was 
certainly  not  an  arbitrary  opposition  but 
was  an  expression  of  a  citizen  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  RUTHERFORD.  I  appreciate  the 
statement  made  by  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa.  I  might  further  state  in  addition 
to  the  Acadia  National  Park  that  the 
gentleman  mentioned,  and  Jackson 
Hole,  Grand  Teton,  I  might  even  go 
further  and  point  out  the  Williamsburg 
restoration  as  well  as  Cape  Hatteras  in 
North  Carolina  and  a  million  dollars  to 
the  shoreline  study  that  was  made  as 
a  result  of  this  study  which  was  com¬ 
monly  referred  to  as  the  vanishing  shore¬ 
lines  of  Cape  Hatteras  and  that  Cape 
Cod,  Point  Reyes,  as  well  as  Padre  Is¬ 
land,  was  the  result  of  this  contribu¬ 
tion  and  many  other  contributions  of 
Mr.  Laurance  Rockefeller  in  behalf  of 
conservation.  I  do  appreciate  the  gen¬ 
tleman  bringing  his  great  contributic 
to  conservation  to  the  attention  of  tfie 
House.  As  the  gentleman  from  Tran¬ 
sylvania  stated,  possibly  no  man  in  the 
ation  has  the  material  wealth  .raat  he 
s  been  blessed  with  has  invested  it 
in\behalf  of  the  people  of  tnis  Nation 
in  the  field  of  conservation. /Others  have 
made Weat  contributions  and  have  given 
their  all  to  conservation;  but  have  not 
had  the\  opportunity  yoi  the  financial 
wealth  that  Mr.  Rockefeller  has,  but  all 
have  made  great  contributions.  I  think 
we  should  acfcept/this  bargain  of  $6  /2 
million  natioiw/park  for  $l1/4  million, 
and  I  think  wenqught  to  grab  the  bar¬ 
gain  in  a  hurry. 

The  CHAIRMANS,  If  there  are  no 
further  revests  for  cipie,  the  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  ii  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,.  That,  in 
furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  the  Act  of 
ugust  2,  1956  (70  Stat.  940),  assunended, 
providing  for  the  establishment  of  tnk  Virgin 
Islands  National  Park,  and  in  order  to  pre¬ 
serve  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  significant 
coral  gardens,  marine  life,  and  seascapes\in 
the  vicinity  thereof,  the  boundaries  of  sue 
park,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  are\ 
hereby  revised  to  include  the  adjoining  lands, 
submerged  lands,  and  waters  described  as 
follows : 

NORTH  OFFSHORE  AREA 


0.43  mile  to  point  C,  latitude  18  degrees 

20  minutes  08  seconds,  longitude  64  degrees 
48  minutes  10  seconds  In  Pillsbury  Sound- 

1.36  miles  to  point  D,  latitude  VS  degrees 

21  minutes  30  seconds,  longltudq//64  degrees 
48  minutes  10  seconds  in  Windward  Passage- 

1.64  miles  to  point  E,  latitude  18  degrees 

22  minutes  10  seconds,  longijrtide  64  degrees 
46  minutes  35  seconds  in  the  Atlantic  Ocean- 

1.99  miles  to  point  P,  latitude  18  degrees 
22  minutes  45  seconds,  Jongitude  64  degrees 
44  minutes  35  seconds--  in  the  Narrows; 

3.18  miles  to  point/G,  latitude  18  degrees 
22  minutes  00  seconds,  longitude  64  degrees 
41  minutes  20  sejdnds  in  Sir  Francis  Drake 
Channel; 

1.04  miles  to 


/point  H,  latitude  18  degrees 
21  minutes  \jf  seconds,  longitude  64  degrees 
40  minutes  Ab  seconds  in  Haulover  Bay; 

Southwoetward  approximately  0.22  mile  to 
point  I,  st  bound  post  on  the  shore  of  Haul- 
over  B^y  marking  a  corner  of  the  Virgin 
Islands  National  Park  boundary  as  shown  on 
drawing  numbered  NP-VI-7000  entitled  “Ac¬ 
quisition  Area  Virgin  Islands  National  Park”, 
iproved  November  15,  1956,  by  the  Acting 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1956, 
supra,  being  also  the  southeasterly  corner  of 
estate  Haulover  5a  and  5c  east  end  quarter 
as  delineated  on  the  municipality  of  Saint 
Thomas  and  Saint  John  drawing  PW  file 
numbered  9-24-T51  dated  October  26,  1950; 

Thence  running  generally  westward  along 
the  Virgin  Islands  National  Park  northerly 
boundary  as  it  follows  the  northerly  shore  of 
the  island  of  Saint  John  as  shown  on  the 
said  drawing  numbered  NP-VI-7000  and  on 
drawing  numbered  NP-VI-7003  entitled 
“Land  Ownership  Cruz  Bay  Creek”  depicting 
the  boundary  adjustment  affected  by  the  said 
order  of  designation  to  point  A,  the  point  of 
beginning. 

The  area  described  contains  approximately 
4,100  acres. 


SOUTH  OFFSHORE  AREA 


Beginning  at  the  hereinafter  lettered  point 
A  on  the  shore  of  Cruz  Bay,  a  corner  in  the 
Virgin  Islands  National  Park  boundary,  being 
also  a  corner  of  lot  F,  Cruz  Bay,  added  to  the 
park  by  order  of  designation  signed  June  29, 
1960,  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  2,  1956 
(70  Stat.  940),  and  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  July  7,  1960,  the  said  corner  being 
the  terminus  of  the  course  recited  therein  as 
"north  58  degrees  50  minutes  west  a  distance 
of  20.0  feet,  more  or  less,  along  Government 
land  to  a  point;”  for  the  third  call  in  the 
metes  and  bounds  description  lot  F,  Cruz 
Bay. 

From  the  initial  point  A,  distances  in 
nautical  miles,  along  direct  courses  between 
the  hereinafter  lettered  points  at  geographic 
positions  (latitudes  north,  longitudes  west) : 

Northwestward,  approximately  0.13  mile  to 
point  B,  latitude  18  degrees  20  minutes  08 
seconds,  longitude  64  degrees  47  minutes  43 
seconds  in  Cruz  Bay; 


Beginning  at  the  hereinafter  lettered  point 

L,  a  concrete  bound  post  on  the  shore  of 
Drunk  Bay  marking  a  northeasterly  corner 
in  the  Virgin  Islands  National  Park  boundary 
as  shown  on  the  said  drawing  numbered 
NP-VI-7000,  being  also  the  northeasterly 
corner  of  parcel  numbered  1,  estate  Con¬ 
cordia  (A),  as  delineated  on  the  Leo  R. 
Sibilly,  civil  engineer,  drawing  file  numbered 
C9-13-T55. 

From  the  initial  point  L,  distances  in 
nautical  miles,  along  direct  courses  between 
the  hereinafter  lettered  points  at  geographic 
positions  (latitudes  north,  longitudes  west) ; 
Eastward  approximately  0.32  mile  to  point 

M,  latitude  18  degrees  18  minutes  48  seconds, 
longitude  64  degrees  41  minutes  50  seconds 
Jn  Sabbat  Channel; 

.0.88  mile  to  point  N,  latitude  18  degrees  17 
minutes  55  seconds,  longitude  64  degrees  41 
minutes  50  seconds  in  the  Caribbean  Sea; 
O.40\mile  to  point  O,  latitude  18  degrees 

17  minutes  55  seconds,  longitude  64  degrees 
42  minuses  15  seconds  in  the  Caribbean  Sea; 

1.88  mires  to  point  P,  latitude  18  degrees 

18  minutes\48  seconds,  longitude  64  degrees 

44  minutes  Ok  seconds  in  the  Caribbean  Sea; 
1.74  miles  tcXpoint  Q,  latitude  18  degrees 

18  minutes  48  seconds,  longitude  64  degrees 

45  minutes  50  seconds  in  the  Caribbean  Sea; 
0.45  mile  to  point.  R,  latitude  18  degres  19 

minutes  15  seconds, Npngitude  64  degrees  45 
minutes  50  seconds  in  Bash  Bay; 

Eastward  approximately  0.08  mile  to  point 
S  on  the  shore  of  Fish  Bsw,  a  corner  in  the 
present  Virgin  Islands  National  Park,  as  de¬ 
lineated  on  said  drawing  numbered  NP-VI- 
7000,  being  the  northwesterlyVorner  of  par¬ 
cel  numbered  2  estate  Fish  Bay,  numbered 
8  Reef  Bay  Quarter,  and  the  terminus  of  the 
delineated  course  “south  78  degrees  52  min¬ 
utes  west  distance  1,178.9  feet”  as  ^depicted 
on  the  Leo  R.  Sibilly,  civil  engineer,  drawing 
file  numbered  G9-385-T56. 
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Chence  running  generally  eastward  along 
thepresent  soutlierly  park  boundary  as  it 
follows  the  southerly  shore  of  the  island  of 
Saint  John  as  depicted  on  the  said  drawing 
numbered  NP-VI-7000  to  point  L,  the  point 
of  beginning. 

The  area  described  contains  approximately 
1,550  acres. 

Lands,  subrn^rged  lands,  and  waters  added 
to  the  Virgin  Islands  National  Park  pursuant 
to  this  Act  shallNbe  subject  to  administra¬ 
tion  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
August  25,  1916  (39  Spt.  535;  16  U.S.C.  1-4) , 
as  amended  and  supplemented. 

Sec.  2.  Within  the  boundaries  of  Virgin 
Islands  National  Park  as  established  and  ad¬ 
justed  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  2,  1956 
(70  Stat.  940),  and  as  revise^  by  this  Act, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  le  authorized 
to  acquire  lands,  waters,  and  interests  there¬ 
in  by  purchase,  donation,  witlV  donated 
funds,  or  by  condemnation  or  exchange. 

Sec.  3.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  Be  con¬ 
strued  as  authorizing  any  limitation  on.  cus¬ 
tomary  uses  of  or  access  to  the  areas  specified 
in  section  1  by  residents  of  the  Virgin 
lands  for  bathing  and  fishing  (including  se 
ting  out  of  fishpots  and  landing  boats) ,  sub¬ 
ject  to  such  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  may  find  reasonable  and  neces¬ 
sary  for  protection  of  natural  conditions  and 
prevention  of  damage  to  marine  life  and 
formations. 

Sec.  4.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  are  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  first  commit¬ 
tee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  rgad  as  follows : 

Page  6,  line  J16,  strike  out  the  words  “by 
residents  of  the  Virgin  Islands”. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  6,  line  22,  strike  out  section  4 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“Sec.  4.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums,  but  not  more  than 
$1,250,000,  as  are  necessary  to  acquire  lands 
pursuant  to  section  2  of  this  Act." 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  RUTHERFORD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Rutherford; 
Page  6,  lines  12  and  13,  strike  out  “lands, 
waters,  and  interest  therein  by  purchase 
donation,  with  donated  funds,  or  by  con¬ 
demnation  or  exchange.”  and  insert  “lands, 
waters,  and  interests  therein  by  purchase 
exchange  or  donation  or  with  donated 
funds.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Underlie  rule  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Comafittee  rose,  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  having  re¬ 
sumed  the  chair,  MryJoNES  of  Missouri, 
Chairman  of  the /Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  Die  State  of  the  Union, 
“ported  that  mat  Committee  having 
had  under  consideration  the  bill  (S. 
2429)  to  revise  the  boundaries  of  the 
Virgin  Islands  National  Park,  St.  John, 
•7.i  and  Tor  other  purposes,  pursuant 
to  Hous^Ttesolution  777,  he  reported  the 
bill  baCk  to  the  House  with  sundry 
amendments  adopted  in  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule  the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time  and  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken  and  the  Chair 
announced  that  the  ayes  appeared  to 
have  it.  , 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of  or¬ 
der  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Further  proceedings 
on  the  bill  will  go'  over  until  tomorrow 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with 
draw  my  point  of  order. 
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FEDERAL-STATE  COOPERATION 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from 
the  Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  3475)  to 
provide  further  for  cooperation  with" 
States  in  administration  and  enforce¬ 
ment  of  certain  Federal  laws,  which  is 
identical  to  the  bill  H.R.  12802  which 
was  passed  earlier  in  the  day. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  Senate  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  in  or¬ 
der  to  avoid  duplication  of  functions,  facili¬ 
ties,  and  persopnel,  and  to  attain  closer 
coordination  and  greater  effectiveness  and 
economy  in  administration  of  Federal  and 
State  laws  and  regulations  relating  to  the 
marketing  of  agricultural  products  and  to 
the  control  or  eradication  of  plant  and  Ani¬ 
mal  diseases  and  pests,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized,  in  the 
administration  and  enforcement  of  such 
Federal  laws  within  his  area  of  responsi¬ 
bility,  whenever  he  deems  it  feasible  and  in 
the  public  interest,  to  enter  into  cooperative 
arrangements  with  State  departments  of 
agriculture  and  other  State  agencies  charged 
with  the  administration  and  enforcement  of 
such  State  laws  and  regulations  and  to 
provide  that  any  such  State  agency  which 
has  adequate  facilities,  personnel,  and  pro¬ 
cedures,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  may 
assist  the-  Secretary  in  the  administration 
and  enforcement  of  such  Federal  laws  and 
regulations  to  the  extent  and  in  the  manner 
he  deems  appropriate  in  the  public  interest. 

Further,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
coordinate  the  administration  of  such  Fed¬ 
eral  laws  and  regulations  with  such  State 
laws  and  regulations  wherever  feasible. 
However,  nothing  herein  shall  affect  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
under  any  Federal  law,  or  any  authority  to 
cooperate  with  State  agencies  or  other  agen¬ 
cies  or  persons  under  existing  provisions  of 
law,  or  affect  any  restrictions  of  law  upon 
such  cooperation. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken  and  the  Chair 
announced  that  the  ayes  appeared  to 
have  it. 


Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Further 
proceedings  on  the  bill  will  go  over  until 
.tomorrow. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with¬ 
draw  the  point  of  order. 

CORRECTION  OF  R^LLCALL 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  /Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rollcall  224  I  am  recorded  as  absent.  I 
was  present  and  voted  “aye.”  I  ask 
unanimous  consent/that  the  permanent 
Record  and  Journal  may  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  The  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana? 

There  iyas  no  objection. 

HOURT  OF  MEETING,  10  O’CLOCK, 
IRSDAY,  SEPTEMBER  20 

ir.  KEOGH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
lanimous  consent  that  when  the  House 
radjourns  tomorrow  it  adjourns  to  meet  at 
10  o’clock  a.m.  on  Thursday  morning. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  PERISHABLE 
AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 
ACT,  1930 

Mr.  GRANT  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (S.  1037)  to  amend  the  provisions 
of  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commod¬ 
ities  Act,  1930,  relating  to  practices  in 
the  marketing  of  perishable  agricultural 
commodities: 

CONFEHENCE  REPORT  (H.  REPT.  No.  2408) 
The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
1037),  to  amend  the  provisions  of  the  Per¬ 
ishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act,  1930, 
^elating  to  practices  in  the  marketing  of 
aishable  agricultural  commodities,  having 
met  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their Respective  Houses  as  follows: 

ThatVhe  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  \he  amendments  of  the  House  num¬ 
bered  2,  3p,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  and  12;  and 
agree  to  the\ame. 

Amendmen\nnmbered  1 :  That  the  Senate 
recede  from  itsSdisagr cement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  numbered  1,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  ai\  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  mattek  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  House  amendr^ent  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “That  paragraph^.  (6)  and  (7)  of  the 
first  section  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural 
Commodities  Act,  1930  (\u.S.C.  499a),  are 
amended  to  read  as  follows 

“‘(6)  The  term  "dealer”  dtaans  any  per¬ 
son  engaged  in  the  business  pf  buying  or 
selling  in  wholesale  or  jobbing  quantities,  as 
defined  by  the  Secretary,  any  perishable 
agricultural  commodity  in  interstate  or  for¬ 
eign  commerce,  except  that  (A)  no  producer 
shall  be  considered  as  a  “dealer”  in  ippect 
to  sales  of  any  commodity  of  his  own  raising; 
(B)  no  person  buying  any  such  commodity 
solely  for  sale  at  retail  shall  be  considered 
as  a  “dealer”  until  the  invoice  cost  of  his' 
purchases  of  perishable  agricultural  com- 
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2.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Proxmire  commended  "the  very  fine  job  which  has  been  dom 
by  our  farmers  in  keeping  the  cost  of  food  low,"  and  inserted  an  article,  y(ahy 
Our  Food  Is  A  Bargain."  pp,  18786-7 

Sen.  Long,  Mo.,  inserted  the  speeches  of  Secretary  Freeman,  the  president  of 
the  Mo.  Farmers  Assoc.,  the  president  of  the  Minn.  Farmers  Union,  and/the 
assistant  director  of  the  Mo.  Conservation  Commission  before  the  recent  region- 
aKLand  and  People  Conference  at  St.  Louis,  Mo.  pp.  18788-93 


3.  TRANSPORTATION  STRIKE.  Sen.  Mundt  criticized  the  Chicago  and  Nobth  Western 

RailwaV  strike,  stated  that  unless  "immediate  action  is  forthcoming,  the  far¬ 
mers  anck  shippers  of  this  great  agricultural  area  will  suffer  an  irreparable 
economic  loss  bordering  on  financial  disaster,"  and  inserted  several  items  on 
the  strike\  pp.  18822-32 

4.  WATERSHEDS.  S^n.  Hart  commended  the  small  watershed  pr6gram  in  Mich.,  and  in¬ 
serted  a  letteir\from  SCS  Administrator  Williams  discussing  a  recent  meeting  on 
the  program.  pp\l8794-6 

5.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Sens.  Allot t  inserted  a  series  aft  resolutions  adopted  by  the 

Assoc,  of  Western  Stane  Engineers  on  water  resources,  including  protection  of 
water  rights  under  Stat^  laws,  wilderness  preservation,  water  pollution,  etc. 
pp.  18799-801 

6.  FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONS.  SeV  Muskie  inserted  his  and  Sens.  Mundt’ s  and  Ervin's 

statements  at  the  opening  of  shearings  Joy  the  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  of  the  Government  Operation's  Committee  on  problems  of  Federal-State- 
local  relations,  pp.  18802-3 

7.  SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION.  Ser/  McCarthy  inserted  the  address  of  Alf  Larson 

at  the  recent  convention  of  the  National  Assoc,  of  Soil  and  Water  Conservation 
Districts,  "New  Horizons  in  jme  Broad  Concept  of  Soil  and  Water  Conservation." 
pp,  18807-8 

8.  BUDGET.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  article  n^om  the  AEL -CIO  American  Federation- 

ist,  "The  Need  for  Budget  Reform,"  critical  \f  present  budgetary  processes 
and  supporting  adoption  of  a  capital  budget.  \p.  18816-7 

9.  INDEPENDENT  OFFICES/APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Agtf^ed  to  the  conference  report 

on  this  bill,  H./R.  12711,  concurred  in  certain  antendments,  insisted  upon 
Senate  amendments  relating  to  the  construction  of  fallout  shelters,  which  the 
House  had  disagreed  to,  and  requested  a  further  conference  with  the  House. 
Conferees  w^re  appointed,  pp.  18808-13 


10.  SUGAR. 


Over  Cuba, 


Proxmire  inserted  an  article,  "United  States  E^dls  to  Curb  Allies 
which  contends  that  certain  of  our  allies  are  bartering  foodstuffs 


11. 


and  machinery  for  Cuban  sugar,  pp.  18874-5 

AGRICULTURE.  Sen.  Javits  presented  his  annual  report  to  the  voters  of  N.  Y. 

fate,  including  references  to  his  activities  on  agriculture,  foreign  trade 
^and  aid,  etc.  pp.  18779-83 

INFORMATION.  The  Subcommittee  on  Reorganization  and  International  Organiza¬ 
tions  of  the  Government  Operations  Committee  announced  it  will  hold  hearing 
Sept.  21  "on  the  subject  of  future  plans  of  the  U.S.  Government  to  improve 
the  management  of  information,  particularly  scientific  and  engineering  in¬ 
formation."  pp.  D864-5 


TRANSPORTATION.  The  Finance  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  5700, 
to  amend  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  so  as  to  permit  contract  carriers  by  motdr 
vehicle  to  transport  bonded  merchandise  (S.  Rept.  2108).  p.  18776 


14\ RECLAMATION.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  11164,  to  approve  an  amendatory  repayment 
^contract  negotiated  with  the  Quincy  Columbia  Basin  Irrigation  District  and  to 
ithorize  similar  contracts  with  any  of  the  Columbia  Basin  Irrigation  Districts 
(pfc.  18813,  18818-22,  18833).  Pending  at  adjournment  was  an  amendment  by  Sen, 
Miller  to  prohibit  for  10  years  the  use  of  water  from  the  project  for  the 
production  on  newly  irrigated  lands  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  in 
surpluS\  supply  (p.  18833). 


15.  PERSONNEL.  \Sen.  Hickey  urged  enactment  of  the  Federal 
of  Congress p.  18794 


ly  bill  this  session 


16.  UNEMPLOYMENT .  Sen.  McCarthy  urged  extension  this  session  of  Congress  of  the 
Temporary  Extended  Unemployment  Compensation  Act/of  1961.  pp.  18814-6 
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17.  AGRICULTURAL  APPRO PRIAT^tON  BILL,  1963.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 
bill,  H.  R.  12648,  and  msisted  on  disagreement  to  the  Senate  amendment  to 
provide  $1,600,000  for  AMS  for  construction  of  facilities  and  acquisition  of 
the  necessary  land  therefofs,  as  authorized  by  law,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  after  rejecting  by \a  vote  At  143  to  221  a  motion  to  concur  in  this 
amendment.  See  Digest  168  for\ action  on  other  amendments  in  disagreement, 
pp.  18848-9 


18.  LEGISLATIVE  APPROPRIATION  BILL/  1963,.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 
this  bill,  H.  R.  11151,  and /o ok  action  on  amendments  in  disagreement, 
pp.  18849-50 


19.  COOPERATION.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3475,  to  provide  further  for- co¬ 

operation  with  States  in  administration  and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal 
laws  relating  to  the  marketing  of  agricultural  products  and  to  the  eradica¬ 
tion  or  control  of  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pests.  This  bill  will  now 
be  sent  to  the  President.  The  proceedings  by  which  a  similar  bill,  H.  R.  , 
12802,  was  passed  were  vacated,  and  that  bill  was  laid  on  the  table.  p.l885i 


20.  ANIMAL  DISEASE/  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  Without  amendment  S.  3120, 
to  grant  thq/Secretary  of  Agriculture  additional  authority  to  permit  the 

novement  of  certain  diseased  livestock  andpoultry  (H.  Rept.  2429) 

p.  18881  ' 


22. . 


RICE,  yfhe  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  amendment  \.  3152,  to  pro- 
vide/for  the  nutritional  enrichment  and  sanitary  packaging  ok  rice  prior  to 
it/ distribution  under  certain  Federal  programs,  including  th^national 
100I  lunch  program  (H.  Rept.  2430).  p.  18881 


SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  wit^K.  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  11378,  to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Service 
Act  of  1949  so  as  to  permit  donations  of  surplus  property  to  schools  for  the 
mentally  retarded,  schools  for  the  physically  handicapped,  educational 
television  stations,  and  public  libraries  (H.  Rept.  2433).  p,  18881 
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/e  in  St.  John  are  convinced  that  this 
bill\is  to  protect  the  Caneel  Bay  Plantation 
interests  from  further  competition  and  pro¬ 
vide  a ^monopoly  on  the  island. 

Nothing  could  be  further  from  the 
truth.  Mr.  Rockefeller,  who  had  the 
vision  and\the  willingness  to  invest  in 
the  future  o\the  Island  of  St.  John,  has 
constantly  expressed  his  desire  that  pri¬ 
vate  interests  rhyest  in  the  economy  of 
the  island.  These  interests  have  not 
been  stymied  for  lack  of  land  or  beaches. 

In  another  sectioX  of  his  letter,  Sen¬ 
ator  Moorhead  stated  that  $500,000 
would  be  available  to  match  Federal  ap¬ 
propriations  from  Mr.  Ltmrance  Rocke¬ 
feller  and  his  associates,  ai\d  further  in¬ 
quired  : 

Does  this  mean  the  Federal  (government, 
if  this  legislation  is  enacted,  nks  decided 
to  invest  condemnation  authority,  in  Mr. 
Laurance  Rockefeller  and  his  associates? 

Senator  Moorhead  obviously  is  refer¬ 
ring  to  the  possibility  of  Jackson  Hole 
Preserve,  Inc.,  giving  matching  func 
with  the  Federal  Government  for  lane 
purchases.  Jackson  Hole  Preserve  is  a 
nonprofit  conservation  foundation  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  Rockefeller  family.  It  do¬ 
nated  the  land  for  the  establishment  of 
the  Virgin  Islands  National  Park  and 
has  contributed  funds  for  the  purchase 
of  lands  within  the  park  boundaries  by 
the  park  service.  It  owns  Caneel  Bay 
Plantation,  and  any  profits  from  that 
operation  would  be  used  for  conservation 
purposes.  It  is,  of  course,  ridiculous  to 
suggest  that  Jackson  Hole  Preserve 
might  ever  have  any  power  of  condem¬ 
nation. 


FEDERAL-STATE  COOPERATION 

The  SPEAKER.  The  further  unfin¬ 
ished  business  is  the  question  on  the 
passage  of  the  bill,  S.  3475,  which  the 
Clerk  will  report  by  title. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

The  proceedings  by  which  the  bill  H.R. 
12802  was  passed  were  vacated,  and  that 
bill  was  laid  on  the  table. 


on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  be 
permitted  to  sit  during  general  debate 
tomorrow. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  it  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  the  so-called  foreign-aid  bill- 
involving  what?  $3  to  $4  billion — 
will  be  before  the  House  tomorrow. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  object  to  this 
unanimous-consent  request  and  any 
other  unanimous-consent  request  that 
any  committee  meet  tomorrow  during 
general  debate.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object. 


AIRCRAFT  LOAN  GUARANTEES 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  taW  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (HTt.  10129)  to 
amend  the  act  of  September  7,  1957,  re¬ 
lating  to  aircraft  loan  .guarantees,  with 
Senate  amendments  thereto,  disagree  to 
the  Senate  amendments,  and  ask  for  a 
conference  with  th^r  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER:  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of /he  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas? 

The  Chai/  hears  none  and  appoints 
the  following  conferees:  Messrs.  Har¬ 
ris,  WiLyAMs,  Friedel,  Bennett  of  Mich¬ 
igan,  aira  Springer. 


IITTEE  ON  INTERSTATE  AND 
FOREIGN  COMMERCE 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 


PUBLIC  RECREATION  IN  NATIONAL 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  CONSERVA¬ 
TION  AREAS 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  1171)  to 
assure  continued  fish  and  wildlife  bene¬ 
fits  from  the  national  fish  and  wildlife/ 
^conservation  areas  by  authorizing  theit 
ipropriate  incidental  or  secondary  vise 
fdgpublic  recreation  to  the  extent  That 
such  use  is  compatible  with  the  primary 
purples  of  such  areas,  and  for  other 
purposes,  with  Senate  amendments 
theretoX  and  concur  in  tj/ie  Senate 
amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title/6f  the  bill. 

The  ClerX  read  the  JBenate  amend¬ 
ments,  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line'  20kstriker  out  “and”  and  in¬ 
sert  “game  rangesNnd  other”. 

Page  3,  lines  8  Said  9,  strike  out  “the 
wildlife  populationB”\and  insert  “fish  and 
wildlife  populations  anXmanagement  opera¬ 
tions”. 

Page  3,  liny  12,  after  *<areas”  insert  “in 
existence  or  .approved  by  tins  Migratory  Bird 
Conservation  Commission  as\pf  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act”. 

Page  j&,  line  18,  after  “startups.”  insert 
“Lancy  acquired  pursuant  to  this  section 
shalL/hecome  a  part  of  the  particular  con¬ 
servation  area  to  which  they  are  adjacent.” 
Page  4,  lines  4  and  5,  strike  out  “charges, 
fees,  and”  and  insert  "charges  and  fees\^,nd 
'issue”. 

Page  4,  line  8,  strike  out  of  this  Act”. 

Page  4,  line  8,  after  “Act.”  insert  "The  Sec-N 
retary  may  issue  regulations  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  Act.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALLS 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  on  rollcall  No.  220  I  am  recorded  as 
being  absent.  I  was  present  and  an¬ 
swered  to  my  name.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  permanent  Record  and 
Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Indi¬ 
ana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  223,  I  am  recorded  as  absent. 
I  was  present  and  answered  to  my  name. 


I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  pe/- 
manent  Record  and  Journal  be  oor- 
reeted  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objeefion  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  fpOm  New 
Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 


(Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  her  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  m  the  Record  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter. 

[Mrs.  GREEN/of  Oregon’s  remarks 
will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


WICKER-SHAM  BLASTS  CED  FARM 
PLAN 

(Mr, yXvICKERSHAM  asked  and  was 
given /permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

fr.  WICKERSHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
v^sli  to  express  my  opposition  to  the 
Jommittee  for  Economic  Development 
'  proposed  plan  for  agriculture,  which 
would  drive  approximately  one-third  of 
the  farmers  off  their  land  within  5  years. 

The  Committee  for  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  farm  plan  would  reduce  farm  in¬ 
come  from  $11.5  billion  as  it  was  in  1959 
to  about  $7  billion  in  1965,  a  reduction 
in  income  of  about  40  percent. 

Farmers  displaced  from  the  fields 
would  be  dumped  into  the  already 
crowded  labor  market,  creating  even 
more  unemployment. 

Taking  one  out  of  every  three  farmers 
away  from  their  jobs  would  kill  hun¬ 
dreds  of  small  towns  and  cities. 

The  Committee  for  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  program  has  been  endorsed  by  big 
business  officials  of  such  firms  as  Sears, 
Roebuck  &  Co.  and  the  Ford  Motor  Co., 
and  so  forth.  A  farmers  revolt  against 
products  of  firms  endorsing  the  Com¬ 
mittee  for  Economic  Development  farm 
plan  has  been  so  great  that  the  Ford 
Motor  Co.  disassociated  itself  with  the 
plan  and  other  companies  may  follow 
soon. 

The  backbone  of  our  farm  program  is 
the  family-size  farm.  Agriculture  can 
not  be  run  like  big  business. 

The  Committee  for  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  farm  plan  is  very  much  like  the 
program  of  the  late  1920’s  which  led  to 
thXbig  depression  day  of  the  early 
1930 , 

CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  ROBERTS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  rollcall  No.  222,  on  Septem 
ber  17,  1962, \  am  recorded  as  absent. 
I  was  present  ahd  answered  to  my  name. 
I  ask  unanimouXconsent  that  the  per¬ 
manent  Record  and  Journal  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER,  ikthere  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  iron 
Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection^, 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  under¬ 
stand  on  rollcall  No.  228  I  am  n°t  re“ 
corded.  I  was  present  and  voted  “yea” 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  tl^at  the 
Record  and  Journal  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 
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/There  was  no  objection. 

Ir.  DADDARIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rollball  No.  230  I  understand  I  was  not 
recorded  as  voting.  I  was  present  and 
voted  tyea.”  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the^  Record  and  Journal  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered  ' 

There  was  nQ  objection. 

AMENDING  WAR  tyLAIMS  ACT  OF  1948 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mt  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  tis^  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  .  (HR.  7283)  to 
amend  the  War  Claims  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  to  provide  compensation  for 
certain  World  War  H  losses,  with  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  thereto,  \nd  agree 
to  the  conference  asked  by  the\Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  thedjill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  ftpm 
Arkansas? 

Mr.  BENNETT  of  Michigan.  Mi\ 
Speaker,  I  object. 


ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Record 
and  Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Hawaii? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ENROLLMENT  OF  ATHLETES  BY 
THE  SERVICE  ACADEMIES 

(Mr.  CLARK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  include  a  let¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  received 
a  letter  from  my  personal  friend  and 
outstanding  director  of  athletics,  Mr. 
Frank  Carver,  of  the  University  of  Pitts¬ 
burgh.  I  agree  with  Mr.  Carver  that  it 
would  be  doing  this  country  a  great  dis¬ 
service  if  the  academies  were  not  per¬ 
mitted  to  pay  special  attention  to  enroll¬ 
ing  fine  athletes — as  long  as  these  men 
met  the  other  criteria. 

I  am  inserting  the  letter  at  this  point : 

University  op  Pittsburgh, 
Pittsburgh,  Pa.,  August  27,  1962. 
Hon.  Prank  M.  Clark, 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Prank:  I  noticed  in  the  Post  Gazette 
this  morning  that  the  Army  and  the  other 
service  academies — are  under  fire  for  their, 
football  recruiting.  May  I  say  that  I  hoj 
that  this  is  not  too  serious  a  problem.  We 
are  in  competition  with  all  three  of  ttfese 
institutions  for  players  and  I  only  wi/n  all 
colleges  and  universities  conducted  this 
phase  of  the  game  as  honestly  as  tiye  service 
academies. 

We  know  that  they  contact'  only  the 
academically  qualified  students  who  have 
strong  recommendations  iron/  the  guidance 
counsellors  in  the  various  high  schools,  and 
the  students  sought  are  gij/en  to  understand 
that  they  will  not  have/  my  easier  life  by 
virtue  of  being  an  athlete. 

I  think  it  would  be  doing  this  country  a 
great  disservice  if  the  academies  were  not 
permitted  to  pay  special  attention  to  enroll¬ 
ing  fine  athletesy^-as  long  as  these  men  met 
the  other  criterf 

Sincere}/  yours, 

Frank  Carver, 
Director  of  Athletics. 


'CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 

f.  INOUYE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
can  No.  224  I  am  recorded  as  not  vot- 
ig.  I  was  present  and  voted  “aye.”  I 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  Fri¬ 
day,  September  14,  I  addressed  the 
House  and  requested  leave  to  insert  in 
the  Congressional  Record  the  text  of  an 
excellent  speech  analyzing  the  problems 
involving  legislation  in  the  maritime 
labor  field,  presented  at  the  recent  an¬ 
nual  convention  of  the  Federal  Bar  As¬ 
sociation. 

It  appears  that  the  speech  was  esti¬ 
mated  to  exceed,  by  approximately  one- 
half  page,  two  pages  in  the  Record,  and 
that  its  insertion  would  cost  about  $225. 
Accordingly,  my  prefatory  remarks  and 
the  text  of  the  speech  were  returned  to 
me. 

I  feel  that  the  speech  is  of  such  sig¬ 
nificance,  not  only  to  the  maritime  in¬ 
dustry,  but  to  all  of  our  transportatior 
systems,  that  notwithstanding  the  esti¬ 
mated  cost,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
insert  my  remarks  and  the  accompany¬ 
ing  speech  by  Mr.  Warner  W.  Gardner 
on  the  subject  of  “Maritime  Labor  Legis¬ 
lation,”,  hi  the  body  of  the  Record  at 
this  point/ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there/objection  to 
the  request  orfhe  gentlenjan  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  c&jectk>n. 


MARITIME  LABOR.  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  BONNER/  Mr. 'Speaker,  during 
the  past  year  xatal  elements  of  our  na¬ 
tional  economy  and  security  have  been 
plagued  by/a  series  of  cris&s  in  labor- 
managem/nt  relations.  This\has  been 
particularly  true  in  the  transportation 
system/;  where  shipping,  railroads,  air¬ 
plane/  and  trucking  have  all  been  in¬ 
volved.  Strikes  have  threatened  to  crip¬ 
ple  and  delay  our  space  program.  'As 
lairman  of  the  Committee  on  Merchant 
larine  and  Fisheries,  I  have  been  par-' 
ticularly  disturbed  by  the  deficiencies  in 
collective  bargaining  processes  in  the 
maritime  industry. 

As  I  have  said  on  several  occasions,  an 
intolerable  situation  exists.  I  have 
urged  intensified  efforts  on  the  part  of 
cognizant  executive  departments  to  find 
solutions.  I  have  introduced  legislation 
with  the  hope  that  its  consideration 
might  lead  the  way  to  realistic  answers. 

The  problems  are  complex  and  I  free¬ 
ly  confess  that  I  do  not  know  the  an¬ 
swer. 

Very  recently,  at  the  Federal  Bar  As¬ 
sociation  annual  convention  held  at  the 
Statler  Hotel  on  September  6,  the  mari¬ 
time  and  admiralty  law  committee  of 
the  association  presented  a  splendid 
panel  discussion  on  the  subject  of  “Mari¬ 
time  Labor  Legislation.”  This  timely 
and  provocative  subject  had  been  se¬ 
lected  for  discussion  by  the  chairman 
of  that  committee,  John  N.  Thurman, 
who  is  also  vice  president  of  the  Pacific 
American  Steamship  Association. 
Thoughtful  and  objective  papers  were 


presented  by  Mr.  Lawrence  Jones,  Gen3 
eral  Counsel  of  the  Federal  Maritir 
Administration;  Mr.  Joseph  P.  Goldtyi-g, 
maritime  labor  expert  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor;  Edward  D.  Friedman, 
counsel  of  the  Labor  Subcommittee  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare;  and  Mr.  Warner  Gard¬ 
ner,  member  of  the  law  firm  of  Shea  & 
Gardner,  Washington,  D.(/,  and  an  able 
and  distinguished  lawyer  with  broad 
background  in  maritime  problems. 

Mr.  Gardner’s  remarks  were  particu¬ 
larly  comprehensive' and  searching  as  he 
analyzed  the  background  of  maritime 
labor  strife,  pending  legislation,  and  pos¬ 
sible  solutions/ to  relationships  which 
have  reached'  a  stage  which  has  been 
characterized  as  “insoluble.” 

The  isspes  involved  in  Mr.  Gardner’s 
excellent/presentation  are  not  limited  to 
the  maritime  industry  and  I  strongly 
commend  his  remarks  for  thoughtful 
consideration  by  all  who  are  concerned 
with  modernizing  and  making  more 
fective  the  necessary  machinery  for 
'fair  collective  bargaining. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  insert  the  text 
of  Mr.  Gardner’s  discussion  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point: 

Maritime  Labor  Legislation 
(By  Warner  W.  Gardner) 

I  am  not  sure  that  I  have  a  valid  claim  to 
speak.  Possibly,  indeed,  none  of  us  has.  I 
at  least  have  never  participated  in  maritime 
collective  bargaining,  and  without  that 
richly  educational  experience  I  rather  doubt 
that  any  discussion  of  maritime  labor  legis¬ 
lation  can  be  more  than  a  theoretical  spec¬ 
ulation.  That,  however,  is  a  point  which  I 
shall  probably  be  pressing  upon  Mr.  Jones 
on  another  occasion,  and  it  would  be  inap¬ 
propriate  to  dwell  upon  it  here. 

It  is  probably  unnecessary  to  state  that 
my  discussion  today  is  my  own,  and  may 
not  at  all  reflect  the  views  of  the  steam¬ 
ship  men  for  whom  I  have  worked,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  not  of  those  for  whom  I  have  not. 

A.  THE  HISTORICAL  BACKGROUND 

I  don’t  believe  that  the  recurrent  crises  in 
maritime  labor  relations  can  be  understood 
without  a  quick  backward  glance  at  their 
history.  The  men  are  different;  today’s  gen¬ 
eration  of  seamen  have  in  the  large  not 
known  the  conditions  of  30  years  ago,  while 
^the  ship  operators  of  the  first  part  of  the 
century  have  long  since  gone.  Nevertheless 
tty  traditions  of  the  sea  outlive  the  men 
anty  the  circumstances  which  formed  them. 

I  slrsmld  expect  that  the  difficulties  of  the 
present  labor  relations  can  in  part  be  traced 
to  resentments  which  have  not  faded  away 
as  rapidltys  their  causes. 

At  the  Burn  of  the  century  the  seaman’s 
life  was  close  to  indescribable.  The  wage 
was  $20  or  $25  a  month;  the  hours  were 
12-14  a  day,  7\days  a  week,  without  over¬ 
time  pay.  The  quarters  were  simply  bunks 
in  the  forecastle, tyith  a  table  for  those  who 
could  eat  the  food\  Recruiting  was  largely 
accomplished  by  crimping,  by  which  the 
boardinghouse  keepers^  controlled  the  hir¬ 
ing  and  kept  the  kickbaok.  The  laws  of  de¬ 
sertion  and  mutiny  insured  against  protest 
once  the  articles  were  signeq. 

Working  conditions  improved  rapidly  dur¬ 
ing  the  shipping  prosperity  of\World  War  I. 
But  the  unions  lost  a  disastrous  strike  in 
1921  and  were  for  most  practical  purposes 
eliminated;  working  conditions  rettyned  al¬ 
most  to  the  prewar  level. 

But  the  pendulum  swings  rapidly  lh  this 
industry.  After  the  NIRA,  the  Wagner\Act 
and  some  bitter  and  successful  orgar 
tional  strikes,  the  unions  were  recognized  ot; 
all  coasts.  Their  victory  was  sealed  by  the\ 


